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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

To meet multiple purposes, the National Early Head Start Research and Evaluation project
included an implementation study, a study of program impacts through the children’s second and
third birthdays, continuous improvement feedback, local research, and special policy studies (on
such topics as child care, fathers, health and disabilities, and welfare reform). In addition,
longitudinal followup is under way as the children transition through Head Start and other
preschool programs and enter kindergarten. Implementation data were collected through three
rounds of site visits, surveys of program staff in fall 1997 and 1999, and observations in Early
Head Start and community centers. The implementation study tells the story of the programs’
development through their early years, examining the nature and extent of implementation in key
program areas and the quality of crucial child development services. The final report of the
implementation study, Pathways to Quality, describes lessons from the implementation analysis
of the experiences of the 17 research programs as they developed between their initial funding in
1995 or 1996 and the final site visits in fall 1999.'

MAJOR FINDINGS

Evolving Program Approaches. Program approaches to delivering services increased in
complexity over time. The research programs began about equally divided among center-based,
home-based, and mixed-approach strategies; by fall 1997, the home-based approach
predominated.” By 1999, however, only two of the home-based programs were continuing in
that mode exclusively; the others had adopted a mixed approach. Four programs remained
center-based throughout this period.

Progress in Overall Implementation. One-third (6) of the programs were early
implementers, becoming fully implemented overall by fall 1997 and maintaining that level in late
1999, while still expanding the numbers of families served. By fall 1999, two-thirds (12) of the
programs were fully implemented, with six later implementers making significant progress
between 1997 and 1999. The remaining five programs were incomplete implementers, which did

"The implementation study and its findings are fully described in two sets of reports. The first report, Leading
the Way (ACYF 1999a; 2000a; and 2000b), includes in-depth profiles of each of the 17 research programs (Volume:
11), a detailed cross-site analysis of the program services being delivered (Volume I), and analysis of the levels of
implementation programs achieved and the quality of their child development services (Volume III) as of fall 1997.
Pathways to Quality applies some of these same analyses to the levels of implementation and quality observed in
1999, while tracing the dynamics of program changes that led to these achievements.

2Center-based programs provide all services to families through the center-based option (center-based child
care, plus other activities) and offer a minimum of two home visits per year to each family; home-based programs
provide all services to families in the home-based option through weekly home visits and at least two group
socializations per month for each family; mixed-approach programs provide center-based services to some families,
home-based services to other families, or a mixture of center-based and home-based services to the same families.
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not achieve ratings of “fully implemented” during the evaluation period, even though all made
strides in particular program areas and, in fact, showed a number of strengths.’

Variation in Implementation. The number of programs rated as fully implemented varied
across the domains of program operations. Fifteen programs achieved that level by 1999 in
community partnerships and in staff development, 14 in management systems, 12 in family
partnerships, and 9 in child development and health services. There was also considerable
variation within each of these areas.

Family Engagement. Program staff rated more than one-third of their families as being
highly engaged in program services. Based on the parents’ self-reports, programs that became
fully implemented early generally succeeded in delivering more frequent and intense services to
their families than the later-implerg}ented or incompletely implemented programs.

Service Needs and Use. Most families who received services related to their reported needs
at enrollment began receiving them in the initial follow-up period. In child care and education,
some families who had a need at enrollment and did not receive services during the first follow-
up period began receiving services in the second follow-up period. By the second followup,
most families had received services related to the needs they expressed at enrollment. At least
85 percent of families who expressed a need in family health care, parenting information, child
care, and education reported receiving services they needed. Most families who expressed a
need for employment and housing reported receiving related services. However, fewer than half
of families with a need in transportation and services for children with disabilities received
services within the first 16 months after enrollment.

Quality of Child Development Services. Overall, the quality of both home- and center-
based child development services was good. On average, centers maintained teacher-child ratios
and group sizes that met the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards, and average
scores on the Infant-Toddler Environment Rating Scale were in the good-to-excellent range.*
Ratings of factors believed to influence home-visiting effectiveness (such as home visitor hiring,
training and supervision; planning and frequency of home visits; staff reports of child
development emphasis during home visits; and integration with other services) were “good” or
“high” quality in 9 of the 13 prog‘rams with home-based services in 1997, and increased to 11 in
1999.

3In—depth site visits provided information for rating levels of implementation along key program elements
contained in the Early Head Start program announcement and the Head Start Program Performance Standards
(which were revised to encompass program serving infants and toddlers and took effect in 1998). Although the
implementation ratings designed for research purposes were not used to monitor compliance, they included criteria
on most of the dimensions that the Head Start Bureau uses in program monitoring, including child development and
health, family development, community building, staff development, and management systems. Being fully
implemented meant that programs achieved ratings of 4 or 5 on the 5-point scales used by the research team across
most of the elements rated. Programs that were not fully implemented overall had implemented some aspects of the
relevant program elements fully and had implemented other aspects, but not at the level required for a high rating.
Some of the incompletely implemented programs showed strengths in family development, community building, or
staff development.

‘A policy report examining child care use and child care quality in more detail will be released in mid-2002.

20

XX11



Staff Development and Management. Staff responses to the fall 1999 survey showed that
staff morale was generally high. Staff reported positive workplace climates and valued their
directors. Although most programs experienced annual turnover in the 15 to 32 percent range,
fewer programs experienced very high turnover rates in 1999 than were reported in 1997. A
number of programs focused on improving wages, with the average compensation for frontline
staff improved by 9 percent over that two-year period. By 1999, programs were successful
overall in meeting the performance standards requirement that at least 50 percent of frontline
staff have a two-year or higher degree—even before the 2003 deadline. However, center-based
programs had not yet achieved the required goal of having all teachers CDA-certified within a
year of being hired.

THEMES CHARACTERIZING EARLY STAGES OF PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Ten themes summarize the key experiences of these programs that were funded early in the
initiative. Although the circumstances of each program are unique, other programs may have
similar experiences as they progress toward fuller implementation and higher-quality services.

o Increased attention to the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards.
Ongoing guidance from the Head Start Bureau and technical assistance providers
helped programs interpret the performance standards. Head Start Bureau monitoring
visits between 1997 and 1999 clarified the standards and identified areas that
programs needed to change in order to comply with the standards, and motivated staff
to address these areas.

o Expanding services. Many programs expanded services to families, began serving
new neighborhoods, and/or increased the number of families served.

o Increasing service intensity. Most programs became more successful over time in
delivering more-intensive services to a higher proportion of families. Home-based
programs provided more-frequent home visits and group socializations; programs
operating centers increased the hours of operation.

e Increasing child development focus. Some programs began with a family support
focus, and over time increased the child development focus of services during home
visits by changing curricula and providing additional training and supervision.

¢ Refocusing efforts to improve child care quality. Several programs moved from
community-level, collaborative quality improvement activities to focusing on the
quality of the arrangements Early Head Start children were in. Programs developed
myriad activities to meet the challenge of improving child care quality, such as
developing partnerships with child care providers, offering training and technical
assistance to providers, and monitoring arrangements.

o Enhancing family participation in program services. To address the challenge of
involving families in services at the planned intensity, some programs made strong
efforts to increase family involvement in home visits and group socializations. Some
also focused on involving men in program activities.
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e Providing training and technical assistance. The research programs, among the
first wave of Early Head Start programs, were often called on to share their
experiences with newer programs in their region. Thus, several moved into a new
role of providing assistance to other programs.

e Evolving community partnerships. Changes such as increasing the child
development focus of services often meant that original partners were either less
appropriate or insufficient for meeting the needs of families. A number of programs
ended partnerships that were no longer necessary and/or formed new partnerships and
interagency collaborations, especially with Part C agencies and child care providers.

e Changing leadership. In most of the research programs, leadership did not change.
However, when changes did occur, they sometimes set back or stalled program
progress but sometimes created opportunities for positive change.

e Increasing complexity. Programs examined their service mix, adapted to changing
community circumstances and family needs, and learned from their experiences.
Expanding services, creating a better fit between services and family needs, and other
program developments (especially among those that became more “mixed” in their
approaches to serving families), typically increased the complexity of the service
approaches. Part of the complexity was often reflected in reorganized staffing
structures, intensified training plans, and searches for additional sources of funds
(such as state grants and child care subsidies).

LOOKING BACK: SELECTED ACCOMPLISHMENTS

The programs achieved many important successes over the first several years

implementation. Looking back, several accomplishments stand ouit:

e Nearly three-quarters of the research programs became fully implemented.
Most programs were able to reach full implementation within four years of their
initial funding. The others made considerable progress in several program areas but
were not able to become fully implemented within the first four years.

o Implementation progress occurred even while program complexity increased
and program emphases changed over time. Programs often altered their basic
approaches to providing child development services to accommodate the changing
needs of families. The changes in approaches usually entailed adding service options
and offering their families a more complex set of options.

e The infrastructure to support Early Head Start grew alongside the programs.
During the study period, the training and technical-assistance system grew to
accommodate the rapidly expanding number of Early Head Start programs.
Programs often cited guidance received from Head Start Bureau monitors and
training and technical-assistance providers as key to their growth and development.
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o To a large extent, the programs. delivered the required services. Programs
delivered child development and other services to families in centers, during home
visits and case management meetings, and in group parenting activities. Services
included child development services (child care, assessments and screening,
activities with children during home visits, and group socializations), parenting
education, and family development services (case management, health services, and
transportation assistance). Most families received the services that related to the
needs they expressed at the time they enrolled. The majority of families received
services at the required intensity during the first 16 months after enrollment. In
addition, 91 percent of parents, overall, met at least a minimal criterion for being
considered participants.

e The programs succeeded in providing more-intensive child development
services. Programs providing home visits increased the intensity of home visits from
two to three visits completed each month per family on average. Programs offering
center-based services all increased to full-day, full-year services, if they had not
offered these services initially.

e The Early Head Start centers provided good-quality care to infants and
toddlers, and initiated efforts to enhance quality in community child care
programs that Early Head Start children attended. Between the fall 1997 and
fall 1999 site visits, quality scores consistently averaged in the good-to-excellent
range. Several programs were rated as providing excellent care. Programs initiated
many efforts to enhance quality in community child care centers attended by Early
Head Start children. '

e Attention to staff training, supervision, and support sustained high ratings of
staff satisfaction and commitment. Over time, many programs continued to refine
their training and supervisory approaches and support staff in providing consistent,
high-quality services to families. The research programs succeeded in creating
workplace environments that staff rated highly. Staff noted how much they had
learned by fall 1999 and expressed confidence that they now have a much clearer
idea of what they are trying to accomplish and how to go about it.

e Early Head Start programs contributed to their communities. In a number of
ways, maturing programs began making a difference for the larger communities in
which they are located. For example, they began increasing the number of infant and
toddler experts in their communities, contributing to greater integration of services in
the community, and establishing degree programs in early childhood development at
local colleges to augment community resources in early childhood.

e Community partnerships grew in number and effectiveness. Early Head Start
programs have become better known and more accepted in their communities.
Special Quest has played a key role in strengthening partnerships between Early Head
Start programs and Part C providers. In addition, more programs have contracts or
agreements with child care providers.
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LOOKING AHEAD: IMPORTANT CHALLENGES

Looking beyond the Early Head Start research programs’ first four years of operatién, we
see several challenges remaining. These challenges create opportunities for continued growth
and improvement in these 17 programs and provide lessons for all Early Head Start programs:

o Continuing to adjust to changing family needs. During their first four years, the
research programs adapted their services to family needs that changed as a result of
welfare reform. In many states, as families reach their time limits on cash assistance
and the economy weakens, programs may face new challenges as they help families
cope with these changes.

o Finding effective strategies for engaging families in parenting education and
group socializations. During their first four years, most of the research programs
providing home-based services to some or all families were unable to achieve high
participation rates in group socializations, and programs that were exclusively or
partially center-based continued to have difficulty engaging parents more fully in
parent education classes and support groups. Regardless of program approach,
programs need to continue to find effective ways of engaging families.

e Increasing father involvement. In searching for effective approaches to involving
parents in group socializations and parenting education, as well as in other program
activities, the programs may also discover creative ways to involve fathers. -

o Ensuring that children’s child care arrangements meet the revised Head Start
Program Performance Standards. Programs that relied on community child care
settings to meet their families’ child care needs developed a range of strategies for
ensuring quality. However, most programs that are not center-based are challenged to
continue to build community child care partnerships to ensure quality child care for
all program children.

e Balancing program needs and the needs of staff. Programs’ staffing needs are
likely to continue changing as programs evolve and services change, which will
require programs to prepare staff for new responsibilities and sometimes to change
their staff structure. In this context, programs also must meet the financial and other
needs of a more professional workforce to minimize staff turnover.

Reaching full implementation quickly presents a significant challenge for some programs.
Achieving full implementation takes time, and not all programs will be successful within the first
three or four years of funding. All programs, and the infrastructure that supports them, need to
work together toward the goal of reaching full implementation as quickly as possible.




I. THE FIRST FOUR YEARS OF EARLY HEAD START:
ORIGINS AND CONTEXT

The year 1995 saw the beginning of a new federal program, with 68 grantees, aimed at
enhancing the development of infants and toddlers. It was named Early Head Start by the
Secretary’s Advisory Committee on Services for Families with Infants and Toddlers that created
it. The program has grown into today’s national initiative, which comprises 664 grantees serving
some 55,000 children around the country, commands an increasing proportion of the Head Start
budget, and enjoys bipartisan support.1 Seventeen of these programs are participating in a
| national evaluation and local research studies that are documenting the implementation process
and assessing program impacts and outcomes. The 17 research programs, which reflect
important characteristics of all 143 Early Head Start programs funded in the first two waves
(1995-1996 and 1996-1997; ACYF 1999a), were also among the first to design and implement
programs under the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards (U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services 1996). The 17 research programs opened their doors to the
implementation research to provide lessons that might apply to all Early Head Start programs
and ultimately aid program development for new Early Head Start programs across the country.

During their first four years, the research programs moved from designing services and
enrolling children and families to making real the vision of the Advisory Committee on Services
for Families with Infants and Toddlers (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 1995).

The developments during this period were dramatic. Programs exerted strong efforts to create

'At the October 23, 1997, White House Conference on Child Care, the President announced
his proposal to double Early Head Start funding; Congress has increased Early Head Start’s share
of the Head Start budget from 3 percent in fiscal year 1995 to 10 percent in 2001 and 2002.



the appropriate services for their families. They made numerous changes to meet the revised
performance standards that were announced in late 1996 and went into effect January 1, 1998
(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 1996). In some cases, this meant fine-tuning
their mix of services to fit both the program vision (with its accompanying standards and
guidelines) and th‘e needs of their families and communities. In other cases, meeting the
changing needs of families moving from welfare to work meant redesigning programs developed
for a world before welfare reform. In still other cases, programs looked beyond their immediate
boundaries to take on the mantle of leadership for local and statewide partnerships to enhance
services for infants and toddlers. Through these and many other experiences described in this
report, the research programs provide an invaluablé opportunity to learn about what it takes to
make the Early Head Start concept functional within a changing programmatic and policy
context.

Pathways to Quality describes the programs as they existed in fall 1999 and tells the story of
their development during the first three to four years of opération.2 This report describes their
programmatic approaches in 1999, follows their evolution since 1997, and describes the paths
they followed from their early beginnings. What emerges is a picture of a dynamic process
through which 17 programs serving diverse communities found varied ways to achieve new and
increasing levels of implementation and quality in their key program services. This picture
comes into focus in succeeding chapters as we address the following research questions:

e How have the programs changed over time? How have they grown during their first
four years? What is the story of their dynamic change and growth?

2One of the research sites was a Wave II program (funded in 1996-1997) and had only been
in operation for three years when we visited in 1999. As Wave I programs (funded in 1995-
1996), all of the other research sites had been in operation for four years by the time of the 1999
site visits.



e To what extent did the Early Head Start research programs reach full implementation
within four years after funding? To what extent did they achieve good quality in their
child development services?

e What does it take to attain full implementation and high quality services? How long
does it take? What are alternative trajectories to achieving good quality?

e What factors account for the variation in levels of implementation and quality among
the research programs four years after funding?

What are the key factors that facilitated the achievement of full implementation and
high quality? What key challenges did programs face in working toward these
goals?

To address these broad questions, we examined five aspects of the research programs’
development in depth: (1) their approach to delivering services, (2) their theories of change, (3)
the extent to which they fully implemented the Early Head Start program, (4) the quality of key
child development services, and (5) families’ levels of service use and program engagement.
These analyses provide an enriched understanding of implementation processes by enabling us to
chart implementation progress over time, discern trends in the way programs have grown and
changed, and identify key implementation challenges and successes.

The implementation study findings have also contributed to our understanding of program
impacts and outcomes. In addition to helping us interpret impact findings, we used the results of
our implementation analyses to test hypotheses about how various aspects of implementation
relate to outcomes. For example, how do. program approach and the timing of program
implementation relate to child and family outcomes? To answer such questions, we designed

targeted impact analyses on key subgroups of programs.3 For example, we estimated impacts on

3See Building Their Futures: How Early Head Start Programs Are Enhancing the Lives of
Infants and Toddlers in Low-Income Families (Administration on Children, Youth and Families
2001) and Making a Difference in the Lives of Infants and Toddlers and Their Families: T, he
Impacts of Early Head Start (Administration for Children and Families 2002) for more
information about targeted impact analyses conducted for specific subgroups of programs.
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child and family outcomes for programs that implemented key aspects of the Head Start Program
Performance Standards early and later and for programs that implemented various approaches to
service delivery.

Pathway to Quality presents the detailed results of these implementation analyses and
highlights key implications for programs and policy. Chapter II identifies the main approaches
programs took to delivering services and traces the evolution of approaches to service delivery
over the first four years of operation. Chapter III explores the programs’ theories of change and
expected outcomes, focusing on how they changed during the evaluation period. Chapters IV
through VII present the results of our assessment of implementation: Chapter IV presents an
overview of the patterns and levels of program implementation overall; Chapter V focuses on
programs’ progress in implementing key child development services; Chapter VI examines
implementation of family and community partnerships; and Chapter VII describes progress in
implementing key aspects of staff development and program management systems. In Chapter
VIIL, we focus on the quality of key child development services that programs achieved. Chapter
IX reports families’ use of services and the program engagement patterns of their families and
assesses the match between their service needs and service receipt. Finally, in Chapter X, we
analyze the pathways programs followed in striving to achieve full implementation and high
quality and the factors that influenced those pathways.

The rest of this introductory chapter provides an overview of the Early Head Start program
and the Early Head Start Research and Evaluation Project, summarizes key characteristics of
program families participating in the research, and describes the data sources and analytic

methods used for the implementation study.



A. THE EARLY HEAD START PROGRAM
1. Origins of the Early Head Start Initiative

Early Head Start began at a time of increasing awareness of the “quiet crisis” facing families
with infants and toddlers in the United States, as identified in a report entitled Starting Points:
Meeting the Needs of Our Youngest Children, by the Camegie Corporation of New York (1994).
As the report showed, a great many infants and toddlers are starting life in poor environments,
without adequate stimulation, and without sufficient interactions with caring, responsive adults.
The release of Starting Points followed closely on a comprehensive self-examination of Head
Start services conducted by the Advisory Committee on Head Start Quality and Expansion. This
committee called for Head Start programs to improve their quality, address the fragmentation of
services by forging new partnerships, and expand services in a number of ways, including
serving more families with infants and toddlers (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
1993). Subsequently, the Head Start Authorization Act of 1994 mandated new Head Start
services for families with infants and toddlers, authorizing 3 percent of the total Head Start
budget in fiscal year 1995, 4 percent in 1996 and 1997, and 5 percent in 1998 for these services
(US. Department of Health and Human Services 1994a). The Coats Human Services
Reauthorization Act of 1998 further expanded the program, setting aside 7.5 percent of Head
Start funds in 1999, 8 percent in 2000, and 10 percent in 2001 and 2002 for Early Head Start
programs (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 1998).

In 1994, the Advisory Committee on Services for Families with Infants and Toddlers
provided guidelines for the new Early Head Start program. The report of the Advisory
Committee set forth a vision and blueprint for Early Head Start programs and established
principles and “cornerstones” for the new program (U.S. Department of Health and Human

Services 1994b).



Early Head Start programs are comprehensive child development programs. The Advisory
Committee on Services for Families with Infants and Toddlers envisioned a two-generation
program of intensive services that begin before the child is born and concentrate on enhancing
the child’s development and supporting the family during the critical first three years of the
child’s life. The Advisory Committee recommended that programs be designed to promote
outcomes in four domains:

e Child development (including health; resiliency; and social, cognitive, and language
development)

e Family development (including parenting and relationships with children, the home
environment and family functioning, family health, parent involvement, and
economic self-sufficiency)

e Staff development (including professional development and relationships with
parents)

e Community development (including enhanced child care quality, community
collaboration, and integration of services to support families with young children)

The program guidelines specify that grantees should design programs that achieve these
outcomes by providing home- or center-based child development services, combining these
approaches, or implementing other locally designed options.

The first wave of grantees—68 programs—was funded in September 1995. Another 75
programs were funded in September 1996, and in subsequent years additional funding brought
the total in 2002 to almost 700 programs serving some 60,000 infants and toddlers and their
families. Not only have the programs’ development been dramatic, it has taken place within a
changing context. National, state, and local changes in social policy (as well as changes in our
understanding of the effectiveness of child development programs), have dramatically influenced
the development of the programs and are likely to affect their future direction. Figure 1.1 shows

the timing of the key events in the first five years of Early Head Start’s development. Important
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FIGURE I.1
KEY EVENTS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF EARLY HEAD START

Advisory Committee on Head Start Quality and Expansion
recommended serving families with children under 3

Carnegie “Starting Points” report released
Head Start reauthorized with mandate to serve infants and toddlers

Jan. 1994 —

Advisory Committee set forth vision and named Early Head Start (EHS)

Jan. 1995 —
First EHS program announcement

Federal Fatherhood Initiative formed
Wave I: 68 new EHS programs funded

Jan. 1996 —

University-based research partners selected

First EHS programs began serving families
Welfare reform legislation enacted

Wave II: 75 new EHS programs funded

First round of research site visits conducted
Revised Head Start Performance Standards enacted

Jan. 1997 —

White House Conference on Early Childhood Development and
Learning

Wave III: 32 new EHS programs funded
Second round of research site visits conducted

Jan. 1998 ————— Revised Head Start Performance Standards took effect
- Monitoring visits to Wave I programs conducted

Wave IV: 127 new EHS programs funded

Wave V: 148 new EHS programs funded
Head Start reauthorized

~Jan. 1999 —

Wave VI: 97 new EHS programs funded

Third round of research site visits conducted

Jan. 2000
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events and changes within the Head Start/Early Head Start infrastructure have also shaped the
programs, including the revision of performance standards, ongoing program monitoring, and the

continuing training and technical assistance that supports Early Head Start programs.

2. Early Head Start’s Social and Political Context

Understanding the implementation of any large-scale initiative requires examining the
context in which it operates. Early Head Start is being implemented during a time of
fundamental changes in this country’s social services systems. Some of these changes may have
a dramatic effect on the approaches programs take, the ways in which families respond, and the
ways in which programs interact with others in their comrﬁunities. In particular, five broad
social changes and contextual factors, some of which occurred after Early Head Start began, may
have influenced the Early Head Start initiative: (1) increasing recognition of the importance of
early development, (2) welfare reform in the context of a strong economy, (3) new child care and
prekindergarten initiatives, (4) growing attention to the roles of fathers in young children’s lives,
and (5) recent evaluation findings that identify challenges in improving outcomes for children
and families.

Early Child Development. Recent research has shown that human development before
birth and during the first year of life is rapid and extensive but vulnerable to environmeptal
influences (Shonkoff and Phillips 2000). Moreover, early development has a long-lasting effect
on children’s cognitive, behavioral, and physical growth (Carnegie Corporation of New York
1994). National attention focused on early brain development in spring 1997, when the White
House convened the Conference on Early Childhood Development and Learning and special
editions of national news magazines featured articles on the brain development of infants. All

this has helped program staff gain the support of policymakers, program sponsors, and
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community members for services that start when women are pregnant and focus directly on child
development.

Welfare Reform. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (PRWORA), which went into effect just as Early Head Start programs began serving
families, reforrﬁed federal welfare policy and gave states more auténomy and responsibility for
setting and administering welfare policy. It also established clear expectations for families
receiving welfare. Cash assistance is now provided through the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) program and is no longer an entitlement. Adults may receive cash assistance
for a maximum of 60 months over their lifetime. After two years (or less, at state option), many
families have to work in order to continue receiving cash assistance. Some states exempt parents
of infants from the work requirements for a short time (typically less than a year), but almost half
do not.

For delivery of program services, PRWORA created a climate different from the one that
existed when the first wave of Early Head Start grantees wrote their proposals. The new work
requirements and time limits on cash assistance have increased demands on parents’ time,
increased their child care needs, increased stress for some families, and made it more difficult for
parents to participate in some program Services. Some parents are now more receptive to
services related to both employment and child care and are motivated to find jobs and work
toward self-sufficiency. Thus, in the context of the strong U.S. economy at that time, the new
requirements may have improved families’ economic well-being. The increasing need for good
infant/toddler child care has put extra pressure on Early Head Start programs either to provide
full-day, full-year child care themselves or to help develop and support it in their communities.
As discussed more fully in Chapter II, these changes caused some Early Head Start programs to

redesign their services to meet families’ current needs.
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New Child Care and Prekindergarten Initiatives. PRWORA also consolidated federal
funding for child care into the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF), which provides
increased funding for child care for low-income families and allows states to design
comprehensive, integrated child care subsidy systems. These changes may make it easier both
for families who need child care to obtain financial assistance and for Early Head Start staff
members to help them obtain child care subsidies. The increased employment of low-income
families under PRWORA has also increased the need for Early Head Start staff members to
collaborate with state child care administrators and local providers to help meet families’ child
care needs. Staff members have had to find ways to blend funds and work with the child care
system within their states and communities.

States are required to spend at least 4 percent of their total CCDF funds to improve quality
and expand supply of child care for infants and toddlers. In FY 1999, CCDF received an
additional $173 million to improve care specifically for these age groups. Since 1996, several
states in which Early Head Start research programs are located have used quality enhancement
funds to create new and stronger initiatives for infant-toddler child care: (1) in 1998, the Kansas
Legislature approved an Early Head Start project as a joint endeavor with the federal
government, and awarded grants to 13 early childhood development programs across the state;
(2) New York State increased funding for child care from its TANF funds and created an
incentive program for centers that serve infants and toddlers to seek accreditation; (3) Missouri
has been experimenting with differential reimbursement rates for infant and toddler care; and (4)
Michigan -provides grants to encourage expansion and quality improvement, with special
attention given to programs for infants and toddlers (Blank, Behr, and Schulman 2001).

In addition to providing child care subsidies for low-income families, 42 states now fund

prekindergarten programs or have a school-funding mechanism for 4-year-olds (Mitchell 2001).
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Shifting resources and increased support for the care of preschool children in many arcas may
offer Head Start and other preschool programs more opportunities to blend funding sources and
may free resources for serving more families with infants and toddlers. Where early childhood
labor markets are tight, however, these initiatives have made it more difficult for Early Head
Start programs to hire and retain well-trained staff.

The Role of Fathers. During the study period, policymakers, researchers, and educators
have gained increasing appreciation of the importance of fathers as contributors of emotional and
economic support to their children. As a consequence, to promote the positive involvement of
fathers in the lives of their children, federal agencies were developing and enhancing fatherhood
policies. In addition to recent social trends and PRWORA'’s increased emphasis on paternity
establishment and enforcement of child support judgments, the federal Fatherhood Initiative was
created in 1995 to promote the involvement of fathers and acknowledge their contributions to
their children’s well-being. The growing focus on fathers has led some programs to devote more
program resources than originally planned to strengthening fathers’ relationships with their
children and enhancing their parenting skills. Changing patterns of father involvement also
challenge programs to develop creative strategies that are not limited by traditional conceptions
of family structure.

Recent Program Evaluation Findings. The Early Head Start programs began just as new
findings from evaluations of programs that served families with infants and toddlers during the
1980s and early 1990s were being released. In particular, the longer-term findings of the
evaluation of ACYF’s Comprehensive Child Development Program (CCDP) were released soon
after the first Early Head Start programs were funded (St. Pierre et al. 1997). The CCDP, which
offered case management services to low-income families with infants and toddlers, had few

lasting impacts on child and family outcomes. In addition, recent research suggests that home-
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visiting programs often may not be effective and that careful attention needs to be paid to how
they are implemented (Gomby, Culross, and Behrman 1999; and Olds et al. 1998).

These recent research findings highlight the difficulty of improving the lives of low-income
children and families, but they also provide valuable lessons to build on.* Research suggests that
programs that provide intensive, purposeful, high-quality, child-focused services are more likely
than those that provide primarily adult-focused services to effect significant changes in
children’s cognitive, social, and emotional development. Accordingly, ACYF directed Early
Head Start programs to emphasize child development services—direct services to children in
child development centers or home visits—and to pay careful attention to the quality of
childreﬁ’s child care arrangements, in addition to supporting parents as their children’s primary
educators. ACYF strongly supports continuous program improvement in Early Head Start by
enforcing requirements in the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards for goal
setting, data collection, feedback, and formal self-assessment procedures; providing intensive
training and technical assistance; drawing on early research findings in its training and technical

assistance activities; and supporting program partnerships with local researchers.

3. Context of the Evolving Infrastructure of Program Support

Building on a national and regional infrastructure developed for the national Head Start
program, ACYF created for the Early Head Start programs an infrastructure that included (1) the
revised Head Start Program Performance Standards, (2) program monitoring to ensure
compliance with the standards, and (3) training and technical assistance to support programs in

achieving full implementation and quality.

*For a summary of findings of key studies, see Chapter I of Making a Difference in the Lives
of Infants and Toddlers and Their Families: The Impacts of Early Head Start (ACYF 2002).

12 38



Early Head Start programs follow the Head Start Program Performance Standards and are
monitored according to their adherence to them. These standards were revised in 1996 through
an extensive process that took several years and included commentary by thousands of experts in
early education, health, and related areas; Head Start parents and staff members; and members of
the general public. At the time of site visits to the Early Head Start research programs in fall
1997 (described in Section D), the revised standards had been published but had not yet taken
effect, and the programs were still seeking clarification of some of the new regulations. The
revised performance standards took effect in January 1998.

Head Start Bureau monitoring teams visit programs every three years to check compliance
with program guidelines and the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards. Initially,
the national office of the Head Start Bureau was responsible for awarding program grants and
overseeing program operations. In fall 1997, however, this responsibility was transferred to the
10 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Regional Offices, except for a limited
number of programs involving special circumstaﬁces. Wave I Early Head Start programs were
first monitored in spring 1998.

The Early Head Start National Resource Center was created in 1995 to provide ongoing
support, training, and technical assistance to all waves of Early Head Start programs under a
contract with ZERO TO THREE. The center has provided training conferences for Early Head
Start teachers known as “intensives” in infant-toddler care; week-long training for key program
staff; annual institutes in Washington, DC, for key program staff, and identification and
preparation of a cadre of nationally known infant-toddler consultants who work intensively with
programs on a one-to-one basis. The Early Head Start National Resource Center has worked
closely with regional training grantees—the Head Start Quality Improveigent Centers (HSQICs)

and the Head Start Disabilities Quality Improvement Centers (DSQICs)—and with their infant-
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toddler specialists, as well as the 10 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Regional
Offices and Indian and Migrant program branches that assumed responsibility for administrating

Early Head Start grants in fiscal year 1998.

B. EARLY HEAD START RESEARCH AND EVALUATION PROJECT

The Early Head Start Research and Evaluation Project includes a national evaluation
conducted in tandem with local research studies, which together address a broad range of issues.
The project is assessing program impacts on an extensive set of child and family outcomes. In
addition, it is investigating the role of program and contextual variations, studying the pathways
to achieving program quality, examining the pathways to desired child and family outcomes, and
creating the foundation for a series of longitudinal research studies.

To achieve its aims, the Early Head Start Research and Evaluation Project encompasses five
major components:

1. An implementation study to examine service needs and use for low-income
families with infants and toddlers, assess program implementation, understand
programs’ theories of change, illuminate pathways to achieving quality, and
identify and explore variations across sites

2. An impact evaluation, using an experimental design, to analyze the effects of
Early Head Start programs on children, parents, and families; and descriptive
analyses to assess outcomes for program staff and communities. Early Head Start
programs that are participating in the national evaluation recruited 150 to 200
families with pregnant women or children under age 1 to participate in the impact
evaluation (half the 3,000 children and families were randomly selected to

participate in the program, and half were randomly assigned to the control group)

3. Local research studies to learn more about the pathways to desired outcomes for
infants and toddlers, parents and families, staff, and communities

4.  Policy studies to respond to information needs in areas of emerging policy-relevant
issues, including welfare reform, fatherhood, child care, health, and disabilities

5. Continuous program improvement activities to guide all Early Head Start
programs through formative evaluation



In 1996 and early 1997, ACYF selected 17 programs to participate in the national research
and evaluation project. When they first applied for funds, all Early Head Start programs funded
in Wave I (1995-1996) and Wave II (1996-1997) had agreed to participate in a random
assignment evaluation if they were selected. In January 1996, ACYF invited Wave I programs
to select local research partners and apply to be a research site for the national evaluation. To be
eligible, programs had to guarantee that they could recruit 150 families for Early Head Start
research (twice their program capacity). For easier identification of research partners, the
Society for Research in Child Development made directories of its membership available to each
new Early Head Start program, and ACYF issued a request for proposals, including the addregses
and contact persons for the 68 Wave I programs, to notify researchers of the research
opportunity. Forty-one program-researcher partnerships submitted proposals to be research sites
(a number of other programs may have been interested but could not meet the sample size
requirement). Initially, ACYF selected 15 partnerships, basing its choices on both the quality of
the proposed local research and a desire to achieve a balance across programs in national
geographic representation, rural and urban locations, racial/ethnic composition of families, and
program approaches. The 15, however, underrepresented center-based programs, so in 1996
ACYF selected one additional center-based program from Wave I, and in late 1997 selected
another center-based program (without a local research partner) from Wave IL

The final set of 17 research programs constitutes a balanced group that includes variation in
the key characteristics considered in the site-selection process. All the major program
approaches, family background characteristics, regions of the country, urban and rural areas, and
families’ racial/ethnic backgrounds are represented. Together, the selected programs also
broadly resemble all Early Head Start programs funded in the first two waves (Table I.1). They

have approximately the same ACYF-funded enrollment, on average, and the characteristics of
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TABLE L.

COMPARISON OF RESEARCH PROGRAMS AND WAVE I AND Il PROGRAMS

Wave I Programs Wave II Programs Research Programs
(Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
Total ACYF-Funded Enrollment
10 to 29 children 6 0 0
30 to 59 children 14 9 6
60 to 98 children 62 64 65
100 to 199 children . 15 27 29
200 to 299 children : 3 0 0
(Average) . (81) (84) (85)
Race/Ethnicity of Enrolled Children
African American 33 21 34°
Hispanic 22 27 23
White 39 46 37
Other 6 5 6
English Is the Main Language 85 79 80
Family Type
Two-parent families 39 46 40
Single-parent families 51 46 52
Other relatives® 7 5 3
Foster families 1 1 0
Other 1 1 5
Employment Status’
In school or training 20 22 22
Not employed 48 48 56
Number of Programs 66 11 17

SOURCE:  Preliminary Head Start Family Information System application and enrollment data.

NOTE: The percentages for the Wave I and 11 Early Head Start programs are derived from available Program
Information Report (PIR) data. The percentages for the Early Head Start research programs are derived
from preliminary Head Start Family Information System application and enrollment data from 1,462
families.
Percentages may not add up to 100, as a result of rounding.

3The data for the research programs refer to families instead of children.

The HSFIS data elements and definitions manual instructs programs to mark “other relatives” if the child is being

raised by relatives other than his/her parents, such as grandparents, aunts, or uncles, but not if the child is being

raised by his/her parents, and is living with other relatives as well.

“The research program data and PIR data are not consistent in the way that they count primary caregivers’
employment status, so it is not possible to compare the percentage of caregivers who are employed.
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enrolled children and families are very similar. Thus, although this sample of programs is not
statistically representative of all Early Head Start programs, the implemé:ntation study findings
from these programs are likely to be indicative of implementation issues faced more broadly

across all early programs (see Leading the Way, Volume I, Chapter II, for details; ACYF 1999a).

C. FAMILIES IN THE RESEARCH PROGRAMS

The families who enrolled in the Early Head Start research programs and in the research
study (those who enrolled between July 1996 and September 1998) had diverse characteristics

and needs when they enrolled:

e Most families enrolled in the research programs before their child reached the age of
6 months (Table 1.2). One-fourth of the primary caregivers enrolled while they were
still pregnant (Table 1.3).

o Indicators based on children’s low birthweight and reports by primary caregivers that
someone had a concermn about their children’s development suggest that
approximately 20 percent of the children who enrolled after birth might have had or
were at risk for a developmental disability.’

e Many families included two parents—about 40 percent overall—but the extent to
which the research programs served two-parent families varied widely.

e About one-third of the children’s primary caregivers were teenage parents, but this
also varied substantially. For example, in two programs, more than half of all
families were headed by a teenage parent.

e On average, about one-third of the families were African American, one-fourth were
Hispanic, slightly more than one-third were white, and a small proportion belonged to
other groups. In 11 programs, enrolled families belonged predominantly to one
group, while in six programs, the racial/ethnic composition of enrolled families was
diverse and not dominated by one group.

*Four percent of children who enrolled after birth had been born at low birthweight, and
concerns about their development were reported on the application form. Nine percent of the
children had not been born at low birthweight, but their primary caregivers reported that
someone had a concern about their development. Seven percent had been born at low
birthweight, but their primary caregivers did not report that someone had a concern about their
development. Children with these indicators at enrollment were not necessarily identified as
having disabilities within the evaluation period.
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- TABLE L2

KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF CHILDREN ENTERING THE EARLY HEAD START

RESEARCH PROGRAMS
All Research
Programs Range Across
Combined Research Programs
(Percent) (Percent)
Child’s Age
Unborn 25 7 to 67
0 to 6 months old 42 12 to 57
6 to 12 months old 33 1to 75
Child Was Born at Low Birthweight (Under
2,500 grams) 10 4 to 23
Concerns About Child’s Development Were
Noted on Application Form 13 3t026
Number of Applicants/Programs 1,514 17

SOURCE: Preliminary Head Start Family Information System application and enrollment data.
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TABLE 1.3

KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF FAMILIES ENTERING THE EARLY HEAD START

RESEARCH PROGRAMS
All Research

Programs Range Across

Combined Research Programs

(Percent) (Percent)
Primary Caregiver (Applicant) Is Female 94 88 to 99
Primary Caregiver Is a Teenager (under 20) 35 12 to 84
Primary Caregiver Is Married 28 2t070
Family Is a Two-Parent Family 40 9to 74

Primary Caregiver’'s Race/Ethnicity

African American 33 0 to 89
Hispanic 24 0to 89
White 37 2 to 91
Other 6 Oto 16

Primary Caregiver's Main Language Is Not
English 21 0 to 81

Primary Caregiver Does Not Speak English
Well 11 0to 55

Primary Caregiver Lacks a High School
Diploma 48 24 to 88

Primary Caregiver's Main Activity

Employed 23 11 to 44
In school or training ' 22 4 to 64
Unemployed 29 13 to 43
Other 26 2to 55
Number of Applicants/Programs 1,514 17

SOURCE: Preliminary Head Start Family Information System application and enrollment data.

19 43



e On average, 20 percent of primary caregivers did not speak English as their main
language. Some of these caregivers also spoke English well, but some did not.
Overall, 11 percent of the primary caregivers did not speak English well.

e Overall, slightly more than half the primary caregivers had a high school diploma.

e On average, 23 percent of applicants were employed and another 22 percent were in
school or training (usually school) as their main occupation at the time they enrolled.

e Some of the families had basic needs that were not being met when they enrolled in
the research programs. Overall, the percentages reporting that they did not have
adequate food, housing, medical care, or personal support ranged from 5 to 13 percent
(Table 1.4).

e Child care was a significant need of the families. Overall, 34 percent of the families
did not have adequate child care arrangements when they enrolled. The percentage of
families without adequate child care arrangements ranged from 8 to 66 percent across
the research programs.

e Most of the families who enrolled in the research programs were receiving some kind
of public assistance. Overall, 77 percent had Medicaid coverage, and 88 percent were
receiving WIC benefits. Almost half the families were receiving food stamps, and
slightly more than one-third were receiving AFDC or TANF cash assistance (some
pregnant women were not eligible for cash assistance because they were not yet
parents). A small proportion (7 percent) was receiving SSI benefits.

e Child care was a significant need of the families. Overall, 34 percent of the families
reported that their child care arrangements seldom or never met their needs, at the
time they enrolled. The percentage of families without adequate child care
arrangements ranged from 8 to 66 percent across the research programs.

e Most of the families who enrolled in the research programs were receiving some kind
of public assistance. Overall, 77 percent had Medicaid coverage, and 88 percent were
receiving WIC benefits. Almost half the families were receiving food stamps, and
slightly more than one-third were receiving AFDC or TANF cash assistance (some
pregnant women were not eligible for cash assistance because they were not yet
parents). A small proportion (7 percent) was receiving SSI benefits.

D. DATA SOURCES AND METHODS FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION STUDY

This report describes the 17 research programs as they existed in fall 1999 and focuses on
the changes that developed in their features over their first four years of operation, with special

emphasis on those that occurred between 1997 and 1999. Pathways to Quality builds on an




TABLE 1.4

FAMILY RESOURCES AND RECEIPT OF ASSISTANCE BY FAMILIES ENTERING
THE EARLY HEAD START RESEARCH PROGRAMS

All Research Range Across Research
Programs Combined Programs
(Percent) (Percent)
Adequacy of Resources

Inadequate food 5 0to 20
Inadequate housing 12 410 24
Inadequate medical care 14 3t036
Inadequate child care 35 11 to 67
Inadequate transportation 21 12 to 35
Inadequate parenting information 13 0to 39
Inadequate personal support 13 3t039

Assistance Received Currently
Medicaid 77 47 to 89
AFDC/TANF 34 11 to 64
Food stamps 48 221075
WIC 87 69 to 96
SSI 7 0to 16
Number of Applicants/Programs 1,514 17

SOURCE: Preliminary Head Start Family Information System application and enrollment data.




earlier report that fully described the programs in their first year of serving families. That report,
Leading the Way, included in-depth profiles of each of the 17 research programs (Volume II), a
detailed cross-site analysis of the program services being delivered (Volume I), and analysis of
the levels of implementation programs achieved and the quality of their child development
services (Volume III).°  Pathways to Quality applies these analyses to the levels of
implementation and quality observed in 1999, traces the program changes that led to these
achievements, provides new analyses of service use and program engagement, and identifies the
challenges and successes that the programs experienced during this period. The rest of this

section describes the data sources and analytic methods used to conduct these analyses.

1. Data Sources

Qualitative and quantitative data for this report are from a range of sources: (1) site visits to
the research programs in fall 1997 and fall 1999, (2) observations of program children’s child
care arrangements, (3) parent services follow-up interviews, and (4) Head Start Family

Information System (HSFIS) data collected at enrollment. During the site visits, we:

e Conducted individual and group interviews with program staff, parents, community
members, and local researchers

e Distributed and collected self-administered staff surveys

e Reviewed randomly selected case files to learn about service patterns of individual
families

e Observed service delivery in a center or during a home visit

The Leading the Way: Characteristics and Early Experiences of Selected Early Head Start
Programs volumes include: 1. Cross-Site Perspectives (ACYF 1999a); II. Program Profiles
(ACYF 1999b); IIL. Program Implementation (ACYF 2000a); and Executive Summary (ACYF
2000b).
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Following the site visits, we prepared detailed narrative program profiles and organized
information on program implementation and factors affecting the quality of child development
services into tables and checklists. Program directors reviewed the draft profiles and checklists,
corrected errors and supplied clarifying information, and verified the final profiles and
checklists.

We also drew on data from systematic observations of the child care settings of Early Head
Start children in the research sample. These observations were conducted when children in the
research sample reached 14 and 24 rﬁonths of age.” These data include observed child-teacher
ratios, observed group sizes, and Infant-Toddler Environment Rating Scale (ITERS) scores or
Family Day Care Environment Rating Scale (FDCRS) scores as appropriate for the settings in
which research sample children received child care.

Parent services follow-up interviews provided information about families’ use of program
and community services. These interviews were targeted for 6, 15, and 26 months after program
enrollment (and completed an average of 7, 16, and 27 months after enrollment). Most of the
interviews were conducted by telephone with the focus child’s primary caregiver, although some
interviews were conducted in person for those who could not be reached by phone. Finally, we
used data from the HSFIS program application and enrollment forms that were completed by

families when they applied to enroll in the program.

2. Overview of Analytic Methods

This report presents a blend of qualitative and quantitative research. Our analysis of site

visit data yielded rich descriptions of program operations, approaches to service delivery, stories

TObservations were also conducted when children were 36 months old; they will be reported
in a special policy paper focusing on Early Head Start child care.
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of change, and dynamics of the wide range of efforts programs developed to meet their families’
needs. We applied systematic and consistent methods to define, describe, and analyze levels of
implementation and indicators of the quality of child development services across all sites. In
addition, we used descriptive statistical methods, including calculating means and frequencies, to
analyze quantitative data from the parent services follow-up interviews, HSFIS application and
enrollment forms, and child care observations. The chapters that follow contain more detailed

explanations of our methods for each of the analyses described in this report.
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II. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AND EVOLVING
PROGRAM APPROACHES

As the Carnegie Corporation’s Starting Points report suggested, providing services to
support the development of infants and toddlers in low-income families is a challenge. The
framework established for Early Head Start (as we reviewed in Chapter I) eﬁcompassed several
options for providing such services, and all options required extensive planning at the local level.
Program staff took on the challenges with enthusiasm, implemented a variety of appro.aches
during their early years, and raised the level of awareness about the importance of providing
services for pregnant women and infants and toddlers and their families. Over time, they fine-
tuned their approaches in response to their experiences and changing contexts for families,
particularly as influenced by changes accompanying welfare reform. Through the lens of the 17
research programs, we see this new national initiative as it is today and how it developed during
its short history. In this chapter, we profile the salient features of the programs’ approaches to
service delivery as of late 1999 and describe what they were like two years earlier. In addition,
we describe the evolution in program approaches, explaining how and why they developed as
they did.

Early Heéd Start programs strive to achieve their goals by designing program options based
on family and community needs. Prbgrams are required to reassess community needs and
resources regularly (formally, every three years); following each assessment, they reassess the
“goodness of fit” between community needs and program approaches. By design, programs may
offer one or more options to families, including (1) a home-based option, (2) a center-based
option, (3) a combination option in which families receive a prescribed number of home visits

and center-based experiences, and (4) locally designed options. ACYF made this wide range of
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service delivery options eligible for funding to attract programs that could best serve families
with infants and toddlers in their communities. Because a single program may offer families
multiple options, for purposes of the research, we have characterized programs according to the

options they offer:
o Center-based programs, which provide all services to families through the center-

based option (center-based child care plus other activities) and offer a minimum of
two home visits per year to each family ‘

o Home-based programs, which provide all services to families through the home-
based option (weekly home visits and at least two group socializations per month for
each family)

e Mixed-approach programs, which provide some services to some families through
the center-based option and some through the home-based option, or provide services
to families through the combination or locally designed option (services can be mixed
in the sense either that programs target different types of services to different families
or that individual families can receive a mix of services at the same time or at
different times)

When initially funded, the research programs were about equally divided among these three
approaches, with five center-based, five home-based, and seven mixed-approach programs
(Figure I1.1). By fall 1997, as we reported in Leading the Way, the programs’ efforts to find
appropriate ways of meeting their families’ needs had shifted £he balance significantly.' Four
programs were then center-based, seven were home-based, and six were mixed-approach. The
changes, from the point of initial funding to 1997, were a result of such factors as subsequent
funding decisions, changes in families’ needs, and recommendations of technical assistance
providers.

Program evolution did not stop there. By fall 1999, programs offering only a home-based

approach had become the minority (down from seven to two). All four of the center-based

'For details about the programs’ features and approaches in 1997, see the preceding report,
Leading the Way, Vols. I to III, and executive summary (ACYF 1999a, 1999b, 2000a, and 2000b).
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FIGURE II.1
BASIC PROGRAM APPROACHES
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SOURCE: Information gathered during visits to the Early Head Start research programs in fall 1997

NOTE:

and fall 1999.

Early Head Start programs may offer one or more options to families, including
(1) a home-based option, (2) a center-based option, (3) a combination option in
which families receive a prescribed number of home visits and center-based
experiences, and (4) locally designed options. For purposes of the research, we
have characterized programs according to the options they offer to families as

follows:

o Center-based programs, which serve all families through the center-based option

o Home-based programs, which serve all families through the home-based option

¢ Mixed-approach programs, which serve some families through the center-based
option and some through the home-based option, or serve families through the

combination option
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programs continued in that mode, but by 1999, 11 programs were offering a variety of “mixed”
approaches to Early Head Start services. Regardless of whether they changed their main
approach to service delivery, nearly all programs added services and grew in complexity (Figure
I1.2)

The story of these changes is at the heart of this chapter. We begin the chapter by describing
the contexts in which the research programs developed and how these contexts changed over
time. We then profile each of the 17 research programs as of fall 1999, summarizing their key
features and the changes they made in their approaches to service delivery between fall 1997 and
fall 1999. We end the chapter with a discussion of the themes of change gleaned from our

analysis of the research programs’ development over time.

A. THE CONTEXT FOR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

The Early Head Start research program grantees were at various stages of implementing
services for infants and toddlers and incorporating Head Start program features at the time they
were funded. Nine had experience operating Head Start programs for preschoolers, and five of
these had also served infants and toddlers. Another grantee had operated a Parent Child Center
(PCC) as well as a Head Start program and seven had operated Comprehensive Child
Development Programs (CCDPs). Many of the grantee agencies had experience providing
services to infants and toddlers, but five of them were new to Head Start. Three of the program
grantees had not operated Head Start programs, CCDPs, or PCCs, but had oberated other
community-based programs. These grantees included a Montessori program that had served
infants, toddlers, and preschool children, as well as a school district and a well-known national

agency that had not.
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FIGURE I1.2
COMPLEXITY OF PROGRAM "APPROACHES"
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SOURCE: Information gathered during visits to the Early Head Start research programs in the fall of 1997 and
fall 1999.
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The research programs are distributed fairly evenly across all major regions of the country
and across rural and urban areas. Six programs are located in western states (California,
Washington, Colorado, and Utah). Four are in midwestern states (Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, and
Missouri). Four are in northeastern or Middle Atlantic states (New York, Pennsylvania,

Vermont, and Virginia). Three are in southern states (Arkansas, South Carolina, and Tennessee).

Early Head Start Research Programs
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About half (eight) of the Early Head Start research programs are in urban areas, and the
other half are in small towns or rural areas. Two programs have sites in both rural/small town
and urban/suburban areas. Both the rural and the urban groups include a mix of home-based,

center-based, and mixed-approach programs.
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Some of the Early Head Start research programs provided services in more than one site.
Most home-based programs were based in one central place, but two served several communities
and had multiple offices. Most of the center-based and mixed-approach programs operated a
number of centers. Three of the nine programs operated two centers, three operated three
centers, and one operated six centers. The programs that operated three or more centers tended
to be in rural areas and to serve families in more than one county.

The vitality of the economies varies in the areas the Early Head Start research programs
serve. Many of the programs operate in areas where the unemployment rate was 5 percent or
higher in 1995, but seven programs are located where unemployment was lower. In four of the
areas with relatively high unemployment rates, program staff members described job or job
training opportunities as inadequate. By 1998, the unemployment rate in the United States had
fallen to 4.5 percent (from 5.6 percent in 1995), and rates in most of the areas where the
programs operate also fell below 5 percent. Four programs, however, served families in areas
where the unemployment rate was between 5.5 and 10.2 percent.

Although a few of the programs described their communities as “service-rich,” all of them
identified some areas in which services for low-income families were inadequate. All except one
program reported that the supply of affordable high-quality child care in their community was
inadequate to meet the demand, at least for infants, toddlers, and children with special needs.
Thirteen of the programs indicated that their community lacked sufficient affordable housing,
and ten also reported that public transportation was lacking or inadequate. Smaller numbers of
programs noted that health care, mental health care, or dental services were inadequate.
According to staff members in several of the programs, even where services are available, some
families encounter barriers, such as lack of information about the services and how to get them,

eligibility criteria that exclude the working poor, language barriers, unwillingness or inability to
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seek services because of the time and commitment required, mistrust or fear of the “system,” fear
of stigma, and lack of confidence and experience in seeking services. Lack of transportation also

deters some families from seeking other available services.

B. SALIENT FEATURES OF EARLY HEAD START RESEARCH PROGRAMS IN
1999 AND THEIR KEY DEVELOPMENTS OVER TIME

Over time, some research programs made fundamental changes in their approaches to
serving families, and others made significant changes without altering their basic approach. In
this section, we describe the key features of each program in 1999 and summarize the major
developmental milestones each achieved since receiving Early Head Start funding. We describe
(1) center-based programs that remained center-based, (2) home-based programs that remained
home-based, (3) mixed programs that stayed mixed, and (4) home-based programs that became

mixed.

1. Center-Based Programs—that Remained Center-Based

We begin with the four center-based programs, which were among the five initially funded
to implement center-based child development services and continued with this approach through
1999. Even while continuing to provide center-based services, however, these programs were
not static. These programs (all of which provided full-day, week-day, full-year services, with at
least two home visits per year) were a diverse group. Child Development, Inc. in Arkansas
expanded services into additional couﬁties; Educational Alliance in New York City began as a
half-day program and expanded to a full-day program; Colorado’s Family Star program made a
number of changes to promote quality and continuity of care and to expand services; and
Northwest Tennessee Early Head Start, among other changes, began closer collaboration with

welfare-to-work case managers.
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Child Development, Inc. Early Head Start (Russellville, Arkansas). Child Development,
Inc., a community-based organization that operates both center-based and home-based child
development programs, including Head Start, operates an Early Head Start program for 108
families in centers in six rural Arkansas counties. The program serves mostly white, working-
poor families, most of which are headed by a single parent. The program provides full-year, full-
time child development services in its centers and offers parent training and case management n
group sessions, during home visits, and in one-on-one sessions at the centers. When they enroll
in the program, parents must agree to spend two hours a week on developmentally appropriate
activities with their child. The program helps parents who need it obtain child care before or
after Early Head Start in the grantee’s centers, and obtain state child care vouchers to pay for it.
Families who cannot obtain vouchers receive priority for extended-hours slots in Early Head
Start classrooms. Child development services are based on the premise that children should lead
by expressing their needs and interests and that staff should be there to support them.

Between 1997 and 1999, the program received new grants to expand the number of children
it can serve in Early Head Start from 45 to 108 families, and the program opened new Early
Head Start centers in three additional counties. To accomplish this expansion, the program hired
‘new staff and changed the supervisory structure. The program also strengthened staff
development by providing financial support to staff who are working toward their associate’s
degrees and by implementing a new salary scale that will increase the pay of teachers with
degrees. In addition to expanding services to more families, the program also increased the
range of physical and mental health services it offers to children and families, and it began
offering services for extended hours to a few children in three of the centers. Four of the six
Early Head Start centers had received NAEYC accreditation by fall 1999, and the two remaining
centers were expected to receive accreditation in spring 2000.

Family Star Early Head Start (Denver, Colorado). Family Star, which operates a
Montessori school for infants and toddlers, operates an Early Head Start program for 75 families
at two centers in northeast and northwest Denver. Many families served by the program are
Latino and speak Spanish. The program provides full-year, full-time child development services
in Family Star’s Montessori school while parents are working or in school and offers monthly
parent education meetings and semiannual home visits. Program services are child-centered, and
staff members speak both Spanish and English with the children.

The program made several changes between 1997 and 1999. It reduced the maximum group
sizes in all classrooms to meet the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards. To
promote continuity of care, the program created a classroom in which the directress stays with
the children as their classroom is transformed from a Nido (classroom for infants up to 14
months old) to an Infant Community (classroom for children older than 14 months). To facilitate
transitions out of Early Head Start, the program received a waiver from the school district to
allow all children in the research sample to attend the city’s Montessori magnet school through
the eighth grade. The staff continues to work on transition plans for other children. The program
now requires eligible families to apply for state child care subsidies to offset a portion of the
costs of operating the school. In addition, it expanded participation in the Child and Adult Care
Food Program to provide breakfast and a snack for children during the school day. The program
hired a mental health coordinator to work with staff and provide services to families and
children.
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Educational Alliance Early Head Start (New York, New York). The Educational
Alliance, a community-based organization that began as a settlement house and now provides
many services, including Head Start and child care, in New York City, operates an Early Head
Start program for 75 families in three centers. One center is located at the Educational Alliance
headquarters, and two are in schools for pregnant and parenting teenagers. The families served
by the program are ethnically diverse, predominantly single-parent families, about one-third of
whom receive welfare cash assistance. The program emphasizes the development of supportive
relationships and mental health, and in addition to center-based child development services,
provides families with psychotherapy services. Families have access to employment-related and
other support services provided by the Educational Alliance.

The program experienced several major changes between 1997 and 1999. Because of
philosophical differences, it dissolved its partnership with a residential program for pregnant and
parenting substance-abusing women and developed a new partnership with a second school for
pregnant and parenting teenagers. The program received an expansion grant to extend its child
care hours at the Educational Alliance site to full-time (37.5 hours per week), so that it can better
meet families’ child care needs. The original program director left and was replaced in fall 1999.

Northwest Tennessee Early Head Start (Jackson, Tennessee). Northwest Tennessee
Head Start, a program of the Northwest Tennessee Economic Development Council, operates an
Early Head Start program for 75 families in child development centers located in five rural
Tennessee counties and in the town of Jackson. The program serves mostly African American,
single-parent families who are receiving welfare cash assistance. Many parents are teenagers
who live at home with their own mothers. The Early Head Start centers provide full-day, full-
year child care and parent-training activities. Program staff also provide family development
services and referrals designed to help families achieve self-sufficiency, and they focus on
arranging health and developmental screening and treatment services for Early Head Start
children. The program focuses on providing developmentally appropriate, responsive care in a
nurturing environment.

Since it began serving families in fall 1997, the program has increased its focus on health
and development by providing frequent opportunities for comprehensive health and
developmental screening and by advocating intensively for improved Medicaid services for
infants and toddlers. Program staff also began collaborating more closely with welfare-to-work
program case managers. Because there was no early childhood degree program nearby, the
program worked with several local colleges to create an appropriate program so teachers can
begin working toward their associate’s degree. Early Head Start classrooms in four centers
received NAEYC accreditation in 1998. The program’s original director left and was replaced in
fall 1998.

2. Home-Based Programs that Remained Home-Based

Two research programs that were initially funded as home-based programs continued to
provide home-based services to all families through fall 1999. While continuing their efforts to

complete weekly home visits and offer at least two group socializations per month, they
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~extended their efforts to support families’ use of high-quality child care. In Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, Family Foundations Early Head Start remained home-based while beginning an
initiative to improve the quality of child care used by its families. In Logan, Utah, Bear River
Early Head Start, in its effort to improve quality and meet the performance standards, made
significant refinements in its approach to enhancing parent-child relationships and began
providing respite care in a small on-site center, but retained its basic home-based approach.

Family Foundations Early Head Start (Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania). The University of
Pittsburgh’s Office of Child Development operates an Early Head Start program for 140 families
in four centers in three diverse communities in the Pittsburgh area. Across the four centers, the
program serves mainly African American and white families headed by single parents, two-
thirds of whom were receiving welfare cash assistance when they enrolled in the program. The
centers provide services to families in home visits: family advocates visit families weekly to
address child development issues, and family development specialists visit families biweekly to
work with them on their goals and link them with community services. Staff members organize
group activities for parents and families at each center. The program also works with child care
providers to develop individual quality enhancement plans and visits providers (mostly family
child care providers) to work with them on implementing the plans. Child development services
focus on working with parents to improve their interactions with their children and in fall 1999
were beginning to focus on working with child care providers to enhance the quality of care they
provide to Early Head Start children.

Between 1997 and 1999, the Family Foundations Early Head Start program, a former
Comprehensive Child Development Program, decided to continue providing home-based
services but enhanced its focus on the child and began a new initiative to improve the quality of
child care arrangements used by Early Head Start families. The program restructured the staff
and created a new staff training curriculum to ensure that staff are knowledgeable about child
development and focus on it in all home visits (including family development visits). The
program also began working with centers and family child care providers to improve quality.

To illustrate this process in greater detail, Carol McAllister, a local research partner with the
Pittsburgh Early Head Start program, describes the program’s evolution to having a greater focus
on child development while remaining home-based (see box on the following page). Through
self-examination, the program modified its emphasis without altering its basic home-based
approach.

Bear River Early Head Start (Logan, Utah). The Bear River Head Start agency operates
an Early Head Start program for 75 families in three rural counties in northern Utah and southern
Idaho. The program serves primarily white, two-parent, working-poor families. The program
provides child and family development services primarily in weekly home visits and weekly
Baby Buddy groups for parents and children. The program also offers respite and drop-in child
care in its on-site center, and program staff are trying to improve the quality of child care by
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Child-Focused Practice in the Pittsburgh Early Head Start Program: A Process of Culture Change
Carol L. McAllister
University of Pittsburgh

The development of a strong child focus, a major goal of the Pittsburgh Early Head Start program, entailed a
reorientation of both thinking and practice from the program’s former status as a Comprehensive Child
Development Program. The process began with a change in the basic approach to families, which came to be
viewed as consisting of concentric circles with the young child in the center, surrounded by parents, older siblings,
and extended family. The child became the focus, with the idea that work with the family should be aimed at
supporting and guiding the child’s development. A creative reinterpretation resulted in an orientation toward
community change that was directed by the ultimate goal of supporting the life and development of young
children.

This change in perspective was followed by a recasting of the program’s basic operating principles to support
a strengthened child-focus. This transformation was affected by (1) local implementation of the revised national
Head Start Performance Standards; and (2) the changing context of family lives, particularly under welfare reform,
the increase in wage work by Early Head Start parents, and the expanded use of out-of-home child care.

In fall 1997, staff questioned the program’s home-visiting model and seriously considered developing a
center-based model or moving to a mixed approach. After much discussion, they opted to keep the home-visiting
model but to adapt it to “follow the child” more closely. This decision was based in large part on a reaffirmation
of core program beliefs, that is, that parents are the most important influences in a child’s life, that the parent-child
relationship is key to the healthy development of the child, and that, therefore, all program interventions should
“go through” or involve the parent and focus on supporting and strengthening the parent-child relationship.

Over time, three strands of activity contributed to the evolution of child-focused practice. The first was
ongoing work, involving all Early Head Start staff, in developing the local practices that would address and
implement the national Head Start Program Performance Standards. Second was the development and
implementation of extensive staff training to increase the knowledge of all program staff in the areas of child
development, developmentaily appropriate practice, child and parent health, and parenting education. Third, the
program’s theory of change was revisited several times. Facilitated by the collaboration of program administrators
and researchers, attempts were made to use the theory-of-change framework to reexamine and further elaborate (1)
goals, especially for children; (2) pathways to goals; and (3) practices that addressed various goals or that needed
to be newly created to meet goals. Most significant in terms of the last were the adoption of the PIPE curriculum
as an informal guide to “real-time parenting” education, and a change in approach to out-of-home child care.

Program discussions and decisions about child care were very significant. While there were some
differences of opinion, the strongest voices opposed the promotion of out-of-home child care for infants and
toddlers. However, this critical perspective was counterbalanced by the reality of family lives, especially as time
limits and work requirements of welfare reform increasingly shaped family options and choices. Out of this
discussion emerged a commitment to ensure the best quality and continuity of out-of-home child care when a
family needed it. The result was an innovative child care intervention plan that would (1) partner with formal
child care programs attended by Early Head Start children to provide resources, training, and Early Head Start
staff support for quality improvement; (2) provide encouragement, guidance, and support (especially
transportation) to Early Head Start families to choose quality child care programs; (3) institute a form of home
visiting for relatives and neighbors who were providing the most common form of care for the children; and (4)
use all these to support and strengthen caregiver-child and caregiver-parent relationships.

Each of these program developments entailed changes in the conceptual perspective, knowledge base, and
practice of individual direct-service staff. The specific changes depended on staff role. All home-visiting staff are
now required to obtain a CDA or equivalent educational experience. New staff must now have formal training in
child development. Job descriptions have been rewritten and salary scales adjusted to reflect new responsibilities
and expectations. Perhaps most significant is the expectation that all staff will focus on the ultimate goal of child
health and development, whether their particular role entailed working primarily with parents and children
together or with adult family members on family or community issues or program governance. At the end of the
research period reflected in this report, child-focused thinking and practice had been well integrated into the work
of the staff, and efforts were under way to help families understand and embrace this approach more fuily.
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visiting family child care and relative care settings of program children twice a year. Staff
members work to foster positive parent-child interactions and increase parents’ understanding of
their children’s development. They also work with parents to help them achieve their personal
and family goals and link them with services in the community.

From 1997 to 1999, the program refined its focus on improving parent-child relationships,
infant-parent play interactions, and parental knowledge of child development by adding several
child development staff positions, improving home visitor training based on reviews of
videotapes of home visits, focusing group activities on parent-child interactions, and providing
child development services in its on-site respite center. To encourage active participation in the
program, staff members have begun scheduling more home visits on weekends and in the
evenings, as well as offering special incentives to families who complete Individual Family
Partnership Agreements and volunteer in program activities. The program has also begun
emphasizing involvement of fathers and father figures.

3. Mixed-Approach Programs that Remained Mixed

Six of the seven programs that planned a mixed approach to service delivery at the time of
funding were still operating as mixed-approach programs in 1997 and continued to take such an
approach in 1999, while continuing to evolve. They served some families in center-based
settings and some through the home-based option; in addition, they provided some families with
both center- and home-based services, either at the same time or at different times as families’
needs changed. The Clayton/Mile High Family Futures program in Denver significantly
expanded service options; Project EAGLE, in Kansas City, Kansas, obtained state funding to
boost its ability to provide child care assistance; Sumter (South Carolina) School District 17
Early Head Start expanded its child care options while strengthening the child development
focus of its home visits; Early Education Services Early Head Start, in Brattleboro, Vermont,
increased the home-visit time spent on parent-child activities and took formal steps to ensure the
child care providers met the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards; the United
Cerebral Palsy program in Alexandria, Virginia, improved collaborations with the child care
licensing office; and the Children’s Home Society of Kent, Washington, added child care

classrooms.
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Clayton/Mile High Family Futures, Inc., Early Head Start (Denver, Colorado).
Clayton/ Mile High Family Futures, Inc., a partnership between a foundation and a child care
resource and referral agency that operates a Head Start program, is operating an Early Head Start
program for 123 families in Denver. The program: serves low-income families from diverse
racial and ethnic backgrounds. It provides child and family development services in four ways,
depending on family needs and preferences: (1) in weekly home visits, when children are not in
licensed child care; (2) in weekly visits, two in the home and two at the child care center, when
children are enrolled in licensed child care centers in the community; (3) through full-year, full-
time Early Head Start center-based child development services and monthly visits, alternating
between the home and the center; and (4) through child care in a contracted center and two visits
monthly, one in the home and one at the center. Child development services focus on improving
parent-child relationships and helping parents meet their children’s needs.

From 1997 to 1999, the program changed dramatically. Soon after it received Early Head
Start funding, many staff members who had been with the program when it was a
Comprehensive Child Development Program, including the director, left and were replaced. To
meet the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards, the new staff increased the
intensity of services offered, expanded the service options to meet families’ needs better, and
strengthened the child focus in program services. The program began requiring eligible families
with children enrolled in the Early Head Start center to apply for state child care subsidies to
offset the cost of care, which freed resources and enabled the program to improve other services.
The program also began tracking services more carefully and added a “continuous improvement”
researcher to its staff to help the administrative team monitor progress toward goals and targeted
outcomes. The Early Head Start center received NAEYC accreditation in 1999.

The flow chart on the next page was created by Chris Sciarrino and Rebecca Soden, of the
Clayton Mile High Early Head Start program, to trace the program’s evolution back to its “roots”
in CCDP. It shows how this mixed-approach program remained “mixed” while increasing in
intensity and developing its vision, questions, and expected outcomes.

Project EAGLE Early Head Start (Kansas City, Kansas). The University of Kansas
Medical Center’s Child Development Unit operates an Early Head Start Program, called Project
EAGLE, for 160 families in Kansas City, Kansas. The program serves ethnically diverse
families, half of which were receiving welfare cash assistance when they enrolled. Program staff
members provide child and family development services in two ways: (1) through weekly home
visits or (2) through full-day, full-year child care in a center or family child care home that meets
the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards, plus biweekly home visits (for families
in which the primary caregiver is working or attending school or for families whose child is at
risk or whose situation places program staff at risk). The program has established collaborative
agreements with several child care centers and family child care providers in the area to provide
care for Project EAGLE children, and program staff provide ongoing training and technical
assistance to center staff members and the family child care providers to ensure that Project
EAGLE children receive high-quality child care. The child development services are designed to
increase parents’ responsiveness to their children, engage them in their children’s development,
and empower them to obtain the formal and social supports they need to create a better
environment for their child.
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From 1997 to 1999, the program received state funds to serve more families and to add staff.
The program also obtained state funding to pay for child care, so it no longer has to rely
primarily on state child care subsidies for individual families and has more flexibility to provide
child care assistance during changes in employment (when families may lose their eligibility for
state subsidies). The program also developed and implemented a best-practices tool designed to
help home visitors see themselves as agents of change, improve service quality, and make
services more consistent across caseloads. The program has formed new partnerships with child
care providers and is investing more resources into staff training to promote higher-quality child
care. The diagram on the next page illustrates the service model for Project EAGLE. It depicts
the mixed program’s model of services in fall 1999, with the multiple service options that have
evolved to meet the diverse needs of families. ’

Sumter School District 17 Early Head Start (Sumter, South Carolina). School District
17 in Sumter, South Carolina, operates an Early Head Start program for 75 families. It provides
full-year, full-time center- or home-based child development services to pregnant and parenting
primary and secondary school-age students and young high school graduates who are employed.
Most of the parents in the program are African American teenagers. Parent educators conduct
weekly home visits with families whose children are not enrolled in the centers and less-frequent
home visits with other families to work with them on parenting and child development, help
them identify their needs and goals, and link them to services in the community. Child
development services focus on (1) teaching parents to take responsibility for themselves and
their children, (2) teaching them how to obtain the resources they need to be better parents, and
(3) providing high-quality child care that is child-centered, child-directed, and adult-supported.

From 1997 to 1999, the Sumter Early Head Start program reorganized its staff to ensure a
stronger focus on child development in home-based services. The program also began
contracting with a community child care center to provide Early Head Start care to up to eight
children, and through that relationship is working to improve the quality of child care in the
community. The program’s relationship with the Part C agency has improved as staff members
have worked with Part C service providers in center classrooms and learned about caring for
children with disabilities. The program has increased its visibility and acceptance in the
community.

Early Education Services Early Head Start (Brattleboro, Vermont). The Brattleboro,
Vermont, school district’s Early Education Services office operates an Early Head Start program
for 107 families in rural Windham County. The program serves primarily white families, half of
which include both parents. The program provides child and family development services,
primarily in home visits. It also provides full-year, full-time center-based child development
services for a small number of families and brokers child care for 20 children in family child care
homes and center-based settings in the community. After the first year, the program often
reduces the number of home visits to two per month and adds two visits per month to the center
where the child is receiving care. The program also organizes play groups and monthly parent-
child group activities. Teams of staff members work with families to build on their strengths and
achieve their personal and family goals, and they link families with needed services in the
community.  Child development services are designed to promote strong parent-child
relationships and positive interactions.
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Martha Staker

Project EAGLE Early Head Start
Kansas City, Kansas

Project EAGLE Early Head Start/Head Start Program Options

Program Eligibility — Determines if applicant meets eligibility criteria

Enrollment — Families prioritized based on need/community assessment

12-Week Orientation Period — The partnership and assessment process results in the family selecting the program option
that best meets their family needs/situation

Option #1 Home Based Services

Who is eligible:

— All families enrolled in Project EAGLE.

— Primary caregiver has a willingness to
meet weekly and is capable of learning,
modeling, and nurturing infant/child.

— Infant/toddler appears to be thriving in a
safe and nurturing environment.

Frequency of services:

— Family support advocate makes weekly
home visits and engages all family
members in program.

Option #2 Combination Services

Who is eligible:

— Families in which primary caregiver is
working or in school.

— Primary caregiver is actively participating
in home visits and engaged in their child’s
development.

— Infant/toddler is in developmentally
appropriate child care center or home that
meets the Head Start Performance
Standards.

Frequency of services:

— Family support advocate makes biweekly
home visits and engages all family
members in program.

— Family support advocate meets semi-
annually with child care provider, parents,
and Part C at the child care site.

— One visit per month may occur at child
care site.

Cost:

— State subsidy or program dollars are used
to pay for child care.

Option #3 Advanced Combination
Services

Who is eligible:

— Primary caregiver is working,
demonstrating skills in parenting, and
assuming greater responsibility for self-
sufficiency.

— All children are in developmentally
appropriate child care centers or homes
that meet the Head Start Performance
Standards.

Frequency of services:

— Family support advocate makes monthly
or bi-monthly home visits, providing
continuity of services through a trusting
relationship. The family support advocate
and/or child care specialist visit the child
care site biweekly to observe the child,
track attendance, and support the provider
of early care and education.

— Family support advocate meets
semiannually with child care provider,
parents, and Part C at the child care site.

Costs:

~ State subsidy or program dollars are used
to pay for child care.
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Assessment and re-evaluation of family’s progress

Who is eligible:

— Infants or toddlers are at risk due to exposure to substance abuse, criminal activity,

Transition and graduation

Center-Based Services

(When infants/toddlers or staff are at risk)

parent is overwhelmed and unable to care for children.
— Safety in the home is an issue for the family support advocate.

— Infants/toddlers are in full-time developmental

Standards.

— No home visits are occurring but program staff attempt to contact families on a monthly basis to re-engage them.
— The child care specialist will check on child’s attendance and well-being on a biweekly basis.
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From 1997 to 1999, the program, a former Comprehensive Child Development Program,
increased its child focus by spending more time during home visits on parent-child activities and
sponsoring a community college course in child development, in which staff and participants
receive priority in enrollment. The program also took on direct responsibility for developing
written agreements with licensed child care providers to care for Early Head Start children. In
these agreements, the providers agree to adhere to the relevant portions of the revised Head Start
Program Performance Standards, and the program agrees to supplement subsidy rates when
needed and provides materials and equipment as necessary. During the past three years, Early
Education Services also became a Head Start grantee and worked toward providing continuous,
seamless services to children from birth through age 5. The director took a leave of absence,
returned for a year, and then left permanently.

United Cerebral Palsy Early Head Start (Alexandria, Virginia). United Cerebral Palsy
of Washington, DC, and Northern Virginia operates an Early Head Start program with a special
emphasis on children with disabilities for 75 families in Fairfax County, Virginia. The program
serves an extremely diverse group of working-poor families, including military families. Many
are immigrants who do not speak English or do not speak it well. The Early Head Start program
provides child development services to some families full-time in a child care center, some
families full-time in family child care, and some families in weekly home visits. Families with
children enrolled in the child care center or in family child care receive family development
services in monthly home visits. Families are also invited to group socialization activities three
times a month. The program provides inclusive services to children with disabilities and works
to foster inclusive services for all children in the community.

From 1997 to 1999, the program developed collaborations with new community partners
and improved its collaborations with the county child care licensing office and Part C and Part B
service providers. The program also enhanced child development services by maintaining
portfolios for each child in the center, increasing the frequency of group socializations and
providing transportation to them, and adding an additional child development assessment tool.
The original program director left and was replaced in late summer 1999.

The Children’s Home Society of Washington—Families First Early Head (Kent,
Washington). The Children’s Home Society of Washington operates the Families First Early
Head Start program for 120 families in South King County. The Early Head Start program
builds on the agency’s experience as a child welfare agency and as a former Comprehensive
Child Development Program. The program serves diverse families, half of which were receiving
welfare cash assistance when they enrolled. It provides child and family development services in
three ways: (1) through weekly home visits and biweekly group socializations; (2) in Early Head
Start classrooms in full-year, full-time child care centers operated by the Children’s Home
Society, with monthly home visits and bimonthly group socializations; and (3) through a
combination of services, either (a) in two home visits and two child care visits per month, or (b)
in child-parent/parenting classes for 12 hours per week plus monthly home visits. All families
also receive monthly home visits from a public health nurse. Child development services focus
on building supportive relationships, especially between parents and children.

From 1997 to 1999, the Families First Early Head Start program expanded case management
services and increased its emphasis on mental health. It also added child care classrooms and
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added new group socialization activities. The program has experienced considerable staff
turnover, including two directors, although the original director still works for the Children’s
Home Society and provides some oversight. To increase staff retention and improve services,
the program increased salaries, added more case management staff, and formed a support group
for frontline staff.

4. Home-Based Programs that Became Mixed-Approach Programs .

Five of the programs that were funded as home-based programs continued in this approach
in 1997, but expanded the service options they offered to families so that by 1999 they were
mixed-approach programs: (1) the Venice Family Clinic Children First Early Head Start, in
Venice, California, increased home visitors’ focus on parent-child relationships and child
development and began paying for and supporting the quality of child care used by some
families; (2) Mid-Iowa Community Action, in Marshalltown, Iowa, took on greater responsibility
for helping families find child care and began conducting visits with child care providers; (3)
Community Action Agency Early Head Start, in Jackson, Michigan, added a child care center to
serve some of its families; (4) KCMC Early Head Start, in Kansas City, Missouri, began working
with community partners to improve community child care and visiting children in their child
care settings; and (5) the Washington State Migrant Council’s Early Head Start program, in
Yakima Valley, Washington, began offering center-based services at one of its sites.

Venice Family Clinic Children First Early Head Start (Venice, California). The Venice
Family Clinic, a private, community health clinic that has provided health care to low-income
families for many years, operates the Children First Early Head Start program for 100 families in
the Venice area. The program, which serves primarily Hispanic families, provides child and
family development services to most families in weekly home visits and biweekly group
socialization activities. The program refers families who need child care to a state-funded
resource and referral agency that screens providers, makes referrals, and monitors quality. In
addition, the program now funds child care for 15 children whose families cannot afford it.
Providers who care for these children must sign a contract that requires them to meet many Head
Start Program Performance Standards. Families receiving program-funded child care receive
child and family development services in a combination of home and child care visits and in

biweekly group socialization activities. The child development services focus on strengthening
parents’ and caregivers’ relationships with children through instruction and modeling.
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From 1997 to 1999, the program strengthened its focus on child development by hiring new
staff with child development and early intervention expertise and by strengthening the training
and supervision of home visitors. These changes have helped home visitors focus consistently
on parent-child' relationships and child development. The program also increased its focus on
child care quality by funding some child care and requiring funded providers to make
improvements, get ongoing training, and meet standards. All these changes have resulted in part
from suggestions by Head Start Bureau monitors and from a self-assessment in which small
workgroups of staff and parents addressed various program issues. In fall 1999, the program
director, who had been with the program since its days as a Comprehensive Child Development
Program, left and was replaced.

Mid-Iowa Community Action, Inc. Early Head Start (Marshalltown, Iowa). Mid-lowa
Community Action, Inc., a community-based organization that has provided services (including
a Head Start program) to low-income families for 24 years, operates an Early Head Start
program for 75 families in five rural counties in central Jowa. The families are primarily white,
and many are two-parent households. The program provides child development services in
weekly home visits (or home and child care visits) and family development services in separate
biweekly home visits. The program also holds monthly parent meetings in each county. The
child development services focus on strengthening parents’ skills and abilities as their children’s
first teachers.

From 1997 to 1999, the program, which is a former Comprehensive Child Development
Program, made a number of changes to meet families’ increasing needs for child care in the
wake of welfare reform. Home visitors became responsible for helping parents find child care,
and child development home visitors now conduct two visits per month in the child care setting
and two per month at home for families using child care. The program also began offering
training and materials to community child care providers to help improve child care quality.
Staff members are planning to add center-based child care services for eight children.
Responsibility for program management became more decentralized, and county directors now
oversee all county office activities, including collaboration and fundraising.

Community Action Agency Early Head Start (Jackson, Michigan). Community Action
Agency, a community-based organization with more than 30 years of experience (some as a
Head Start grantee) serving low-income families, operates an Early Head Start program for 95
families in Jackson and Hillsdale counties. The Early Head Start program builds on the agency’s
infant mental health program. The families in the program are mostly white, single-parent
families. The program provides child and family development services primarily in weekly
home visits by registered social workers and monthly play groups for parents and children.
Home visitors work extensively with parents on their problems in order to enable them to be
better parents. The program also provides full-year, full-day child care for 8 infants and toddlers
in a center in the city of Jackson, and planned to increase the size of the center to 16 children in
2000.

The program changed significantly between 1997 and 1999. Following a monitoring visit
by the Head Start Bureau, the program intensified its focus on child development by increasing
the amount of home visit time devoted to the child and by bringing learning materials to visits
more often. To improve the quality of child care, the program provides some center-based care

44

68



directly and convenes monthly meetings of child care providers to discuss developmentally
appropriate practices. Along with Head Start, the Early Head Start program is a key part of the
agency’s 0 to 5 focus and its efforts to promote family self-sufficiency.

KCMC Early Head Start (Kansas City, Missouri). KCMC Child Development
Corporation, a community-based organization that provides child care and Head Start services to
low-income families, operates an Early Head Start program for 75 families in the poorest
neighborhoods of Kansas City. The Early Head Start program serves primarily African
American, single, teenage parents, two-fifths of whom were receiving welfare cash assistance
when they enrolled. The program provides child and family development services in three ways:
(1) through weekly home visits; (2) through monthly home visits and monthly child care visits,
for children enrolled in licensed child care centers; and (3) through one to two home visits and
one to two child care visits for families whose children are in a family child care setting in which
the provider has agreed to work with the program on quality improvement. The program also
offers several group socialization opportunities for parents and children each month. Child
development services focus on establishing and supporting parent-child relationships and
working with parents to support their children’s development.

From 1997 to 1999, KCMC Early Head Start made several changes to strengthen its focus
on child development. The program entered a partnership with a child care center to provide
center-based services for some children. Following a Head Start Bureau monitoring visit, and
after a new program director assumed leadership in early 1997, program staff took responsibility
for child development home visits (previously, a program partner was responsible) and received
significant training in child development to enable them to do so. Home visitors also began to
develop individual child development plans with families. The program hired a child
development coordinator to serve as a resource, consultant, and trainer in the areas of prenatal
health and education, child health and development, disabilities/special needs, and transitions. In
summer 1999, KCMC received a state grant to work with community partners on improving the
quality of child care in the community.

Washington State Migrant Council Early Head Start (Yakima Valley, Washington).
The Washington State Migrant Council, the largest Hispanic-operated and Hispanic-serving
organization in the Northwest, operates a Migrant Head Start program as well as Early Head
Start for 75 intrastate and former migrant families® in six small towns in Yakima County. The
program serves many first-generation Mexican Americans who migrated to Washington to work
on farms. Many speak only Spanish. The program provides child and family development
services primarily in weekly home visits and group activities for parents and children. Child
development services focus on establishing supportive relationships and enhancing the social and
verbal contexts for early childhood development. The program celebrates families’ Mexican
American heritage and culture and emphasizes sensitivity to families’ concerns with
acculturation.

2These families are those who stay within the state or who have “settled out” and no longer
migrate across state lines.
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From 1997 to 1999, the program increased the frequency of home visits to meet the revised
Head Start Program Performance Standards that took effect in January 1998, and opened a child
care center to provide center-based services in one of its sites, extending services to Native
American families as well as to the Hispanic population. It also increased its emphasis on
mental health by hiring a specialist both to work directly with families and to improve staff’s
understanding of mental health issues. The program has increased outreach to fathers and
worked to make program activities more appealing to them. The program experienced two
changes in directors during the three years of program enrollment.

C. THEMES OF CHANGE

A number of themes characterize the changes we observed in programs approaches to
service delivery. In this section, we describe themes related to the reasons changes in program
approaches were made. These include changes in families’ needs, the need to improve the fit
between program services and family needs, increasing clarity of expectations, and program
responses to monitoring and technical assistance. We also describe several themes related to the
kind of changes programs made. To navigate changes in their approaches to service delivery,
programs often needed to make changes in their approach to improving child care quality for
program children, expectations for program staff, and relationships with child care providers.

Changing Family Needs. Between fall 1997 and fall 1999, many families experienced a
greater need for child care as their children got older. Parents also responded to TANF work
requirements and time limits by participating in education or job training programs and by
seeking and obtaining employment. Increasing needs for child care led programs to develop
ways of ensuring good quality in the child care arrangements families used. At the same time, in
home-based programs parents became less available to meet with home visitors and were less
receptive to home visits during evenings and weekends when they were tired or needed to do
other things, although home visitors became more flexible in scheduling home visits. In
response to these changes in family needs, some programs began offering child care directly, and

some programs added the option of visiting children both at home and in their child care setting.
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Increasing Fit of Program Services to Family Needs. Even in sites where families’ needs
did not change, early experiences demonstrated that some programs’ approaches to serving
children and families did not always match well with families’ needs. Programs learned from
these early experiences and made changes to their approaches to better meet families’ needs.

Increasing Clarity of Expectations and Goals. During the early years of Early Head Start,
the Head Start Bureau clarified rhany expectations about how this new program should be
instituted. The Head Start Bureau approved the new performance standards, provided written
guidance, training, and monitoring. In addition, the Head Start Bureau clarified its expectation
that programs take responsibility for helping all families who need child care find good-quality
child care arrangements that comply with the performance standards. As this requirement
became clearer, some of the research programs adjusted their approaches to focus more on child
care quality. As Head Start Bureau expectations were clarified, programs also engaged in
adjusting and refining their goals and approaches.

Responding to Monitoring and Technical Assistance. Programs often made changes in
their approaches in response to feedback and encouragement from Head Start Bureau monitors
and training and technical assistance consultants. Sometimes the monitors or consultants
suggested specific changes, and sometimes they recommended self-assessment or planning
processes that led programs to make changes. Many home-based programs received a clear
message from federal project officers that the program needed to become more child-focused. In
several cases programs that were once family-support oriented changed to incorporate an explicit
child development focus.

Increasing Focus on Improving Child Care Quality for Individual Children. Some
programs had previously worked with community collaborative groups and through partnerships

with child care resource and referral or other agencies to improve the quality of child care in
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their communities. The changes programs made in their approaches reflected a shift in focus
from working on overall child care quality in the community to improving the quality of specific
arrangements in which Early Head Start children received care.

Changing -Expectations for Program Staff. Changing approaches required substantial
effort on the part of staff. Often the change entailed designing new services (such as child
development and quality enhancement services to be provided in child care provider visits, or
center-based child development services to be offered in a new center). New services created
new expectations for program staff families with the former services. Some staff changed from
being home visitors to working in centers. Others experienced changes when positions were
reconfigured, when supervisory responsibilities changes, or as definitions of their jobs otherwise
changed.

Building Relationships and Developing New Partnerships with Community Child Care
Providers. Many programs built new relationships with child care providers and some
established formal partnerships. These new relationships and partnerships were sometimes the
reason for change and sometimes the result of it. Most of the Early Head Start programs grew in
outreach to the child care community during the period of change we assessed. Programs
developed relationships for training, formalized partnerships for meeting the performance
standards, visited Early Head Start children in their child care settings, shared information about
children’s developmental assessments, and worked generally in partnership with the providers on
behalf of the child.

Obtaining Additional Resources. When programs added a center-based option, they
usually had to obtain additional resources for creating new child development centers and hiring
new staff. When programs added child care visits to home visits or began developing

partnerships with child care providers, they needed resources to pay for hiring new staff, training
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staff to perform new functions, and providing resources and support to child care providers. The
research programs received additional funds from a variety of sources, including expansion
grants and quality improvement grants from ACYF, state Early Head Start grants, state child

care subsidy funds, and other grants.

D. SUMMARY

The discussion in this chapter illustrates that Early Head Start programs experienced many
changes during their first three years of serving families. A number of programs changed their
main approach to service delivery, while others retained their basic approach but refined it.
These changes were not confined to programs in a particular area of the country, or to a
particular type of program auspice, but, rather, seemed to be a phenomenon common to all or
nearly all programs. In subsequent chapters, we will describe in more detail the implementation

issues program faced as they developed.
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III. PROGRAMS’ THEORIES OF CHANGE AND THEIR
EVOLUTION OVER TIME

A. INTRODUCTION

“Theories of change” are increasingly important in program evaluations (Birckmayer and
Weiss 2000; Connell and Kubisch 1998; and Weiss 1995). They provide a way for programs to
identify the specific outcomes they expect to achieve and to describe the programmatic strategies
and activities that they have designed. Theories of change (sometimes called “logic models™)
also make it possible for program evaluato’rs, working with program staff, to identify the
outcomes that programs expect their services to influence in the various areas they focus on,
select ways of measuring these expected outcomes, and plan analyses that will focus on the
outcomes that the programs believe to be important. In the Early Head Start evaluation, theories
of change contribute both to our descriptions of the program intentions and processes and
planning the analyses of program impacts.

From its very beginning, the Early Head Start evaluation has emphasized the importance of
understanding the expected outcomes of the 17 research programs. In 1996, shortly after most of
the programs were funded, the national evaluation team began to engage both local researchers
and program directors from the research sites in discussions of theories of change. In many sites,
research-program discussions continued. We first reported on the programs’ expected outcomes
in Voiume I of Leading the Way: Characteristics and Early Experiences of Selected Early Head
Start Programs (ACYF 1999a). That report was based on information from 1997 site visits and
1998 discussions with the 17 program directors. It presented three perspectives on the programs’
expected outcomes: (1) all the “important” expected outcomes that programs articulated, as

obtained from interviews conducted during fall 1997 sites visits; (2) the program directors’
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reports of the three “highest-priority” outcomes for their programs, obtained in a spring 1998
meeting; and (3) directors’ descriptions of a “success story” that exemplified outcomes they had
achieved with their children and families.

The theory-of-change discussions presented in Leading the Way described expected
outcomes in five areas: (1) parent-child relationships, (2) child development, (3) family
development, (4) staff development, and (5) community building. Since spring 1998, theory-of-
change discussions continued among the research-program partners across the sites, and in the
summer/fall 1999 site visi_ts, the national team explored any changes in the programs’ expected
outcomes in these five areas. We acknowledge that the approach taken to describing and
understanding programs’ expected outcomes contained variability.  Participating staff
represented different roles across sites and spent varying amounts of time on this activity, both
during and between site visits. Site visitors were balancing competing demands and devoted
differential attention to obtaining details on their programs’ expected outcomes. Finally, the
process conducted in 1999 differed somewhat from the way it was conducted in 1997, so the two
sets of information are not entirely comparable. In spite of these caveats, however, the Early
Head Start evaluation was successful in obtaining extensive information on the expected
outcomes of all 17 research programs at different points in time. The information is useful for
describing the focus and change in expected outcomes over time, as we do in this chapter.

Table II1.1 presents the expected outcomes for each program as described to us in 1997 and
1998 and in 1999.' All important program outcomes are listed in the table, with the ones

identified by the programs as priority outcomes at each time point shown in italics. The rest of

I'This table adds the 1999 information to the expected outcomes reported in Table IL6 of
Leading the Way, Volume L.

52

73



Jjelow pue jlomurea)

JUSWUOIIAUD
w0y pue AJUa1oNs-J|2S

SSaUIpEal [00Yds

Ajununwos pue satounadwos jyelg juawidojdwasousoiffns |  pue ‘Suiures] pJemoy sayoeoidde wswdo[aAap pliyd Jo 38pajmorry] 1661
ay ut syuased Jo JuswdA[oAU] satouatadwoo ffpis pasosduy -fjas onuouody ‘[euonowa-[e150s ‘9Anugo)) sdiysuovpaa pjyo-jusavg a
Sa[AISajI
. Ia1yyeay pue ‘uoljeonpa
pue Aoe1a31] paaoaduir 1Ie)g pesH 10J SSauIpeal pue
‘uiuonouny Ajrurej Ayijeay yuswdojaasp [earsAyd Ayijesy juswdopaaap
Aunurwos ay3 ut syuared juaudo[aAsp 19318D) pue yieay [eluaw pasoxdwy Juswido)anap 1puOHOWI-IDI20S PIIY2 Jo 38pajmour| pasealsu]
JO JUSWIDA[OAUI PasEaIdu] satouaiadwioo ffois panosduy Aovoffa-fjas juauvy juawdojaaap aanudon | sdiysuonuvjaa ppryo-juaand paounyuyg 6661
uoleONPa
pue Koe1al1] pue ‘Adus1oiyyns uels
wswdoaasp -J1as ‘Gutuondsuny A[rwey | pesH 10j ssaulpeal pue ‘SuluIes} juswdojaasp
Amumuruod | 192183 pue sapuajadwon jyelg Ayjesay pue yijeay [ejusw piemos sayoeoidde ‘[eoisAyd PIIYD JO 28pajmou| pue JusWyoeNy L661
a3 u1 syuared Jo JUSWSAJOAU] satouatadui0o ffvis panosduy Aovoffa-fag ‘[eUOTIOW-[B150S ‘aAn3IUS0)) sdiysuonpja. pj1yo-juaang o)
S3JIAISS [EUONIEONPS puE (Suumnynu
‘[B120S ‘Yi[eay JO SIownsuos ‘3[qeIS) JUSWUOIIAUD
se sjuared Jo uonesusiydos awoy 2y1 Jo Ayjenb [euonjowa juswdojaasp
1218213 ‘2185 PIIYO jlomuweay pue [es1sAyd ‘Aouaionyns a8en3ue| pue ‘[earsAyd
Aunurwod jo Aijenb 191399 pue 25u2jodwod 193ealn) -J19S ‘peay [ednskyd ‘Jeuonowa-[e120s ‘aAnudos | Asesyys Sunussed Juswydelie aIndIg
pue KJI[Iqe[IBAR PISEIIOU] waaisa-fias ffoig Y1103y (p1udp 30 sjaa9] ajeudosdde-a8y sdiysuonvjaa pjyo-juaivg 6661
JUSWUOIIAUD SWOY pue
‘Kouatolyns-Jjas ‘Suruonoury
Aunuruos ayy ut sjuared Anuey Ayfeay pue “uawdojaasp
JO JUSWIDA[OAUT PUE 218D satouajedwos geig | ey [e3usw ‘yipeay [eoisAyd ssauipeal [ooyds pue ‘[earsAyd PIIYD JO 98pajmour| pue JUSWYOBRY L661
PIIY> Aiumunuod jo Aujengd) waajsa-f]as ffv1g ynay piuapy ‘[euonows-1e1d0s ‘aanudo)) sdysuoujaa pjyo-juaivg q
Ajununuod
3y u1 sjudied JO JUSWIA[OAUT Suiures] premoy
210W puUe ‘UolJBIOqE[[0D JUSUWIUOIIAUD SWOY sayoeoidde 1a119q “uaudojasap
pUE $3D1AISS JO UOTJBUIPIOOD paduByUS pue ‘UOLIEINDS pue TeaisAyd 193399 ‘ssauipeal diysuoneal pirys
1918313 “S301AIAS AJIUNUILIOD Aoe1a)i] pasealoul ‘Aousidnyjns [ooyos 123ea13 quawdojaaap -juared ay3 jo Suipueisiapun alow
12430 jo Ajijenb pasealoul -J19s 1918918 ‘Sutuonoury [eUOIIOW-[B120S PIsuBYU “uawdojaasp pJiys jo 2a3pajmouy
‘912 PIIYS AJUNURIOD |  JUSWIA[OAUT AJTUNUILIOD IO Apiurey 191y3jeay ‘yjeay Juawdojaaap a8vnduvy pasueyus ‘yudwydsene 19guons
Jo K1jenb paseadu satouatadwoo ffvis panosduy | [eo1shyd ‘yijesay [elusw lanag pup 2a1u802 pasuvyuy sa1ouajaduod ypjuand paounyuy 6661
AJununuod
ays u1 syusred JO JUSUWAAJOAUL
pUE ‘UOlBIOQE[[0D JUSLIUOIIAUD JWIOY ssaupeal dysuonejal priyo-juazed
pue S3DIAISS JO UOIBUIPIOOD pue ‘uonesnps pue AdeIa| [ooyos pue ‘Guiuies| piemol a3 Surpuessispun pue yuswdo[aasp
‘$931A19S AJIUNUILIOD JUSWIA[OAUT AJTUNUILIOD ‘Kouanoyyyns-j[as ‘Furuonourny sayoeoidde ‘[eoisAyd ‘[euorjowd PIIY2 Jo 38pajmouy| Juawyseny
Iayio jo Arjenb ‘areo pue satouajedwos jyerg Awrey Ay3jeay pue -le1o0s ‘a3en3ue] ‘aa11uso) juswdojaaap L661
PIIY2 Arunurwiod jo £iend) sa1ouajadwoo ffnis padoady | ey [BIUSW ‘YI[BaY [BOISAY] Juawdoanap aanuso) p1yo fo aBpajmouy jpjuaing \"
JSUp[Ing Arunuiwio)) uswidojaasg Ajrueq wswdoraaaq piyd sdiysuone[ay piyD-jused sweidorg

Juauwrdojaaa jye1s

6661 ANV L661 NI SWVIDOUd Ad JIIAILNAAI SHNOILNO ATA 40 MIIAYIAO

'l 9TdVL

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.

756

53



UOIIEIOQR[[0D PUB SIJIAIIS

JUSWDA[OAUT
Krmununod pue ‘quawdojaasp
1301e) ‘9[EIOW pue

JUSWIAA[OAUT
13yJej pue ‘Koudiolyyns

Suiuies| premo)

diysuonejax ppyo-juased
a1y Surpuejsiapun pue ‘jusuwrdojaaap
PIIYo jo aSpamouy| ‘quauIyoeny

JO UONRUIPIOOD pue Q180 | IomWed) ‘saroudjadwod Jyeig -J19s ‘Sutuonouny Ajiwe; sayoeordde pue ‘jeuonowd $sa.4is L661
PIYyo Amununuod jo Aleng) sarouataduiod fivis panosduy Ayj[esy pue yjeay [BIUIN -[e1oos ‘ofen3ue| ‘oanulo) | Suyuaivg sdiysuouvyas pjys-juaivg 0
JUSWIUOIIAUD
awoy Ayfenb 1on9q
‘Kous1olyyns-J|as pasearou]
Anunwuos ayy ut sjuased (1uaruuoiaua awoy ajqois)
Jo Juswraajoaur 193easd Butuonounf fjnunf Kysppapy yuswdojaaap
‘2183 PIIYd ANUNUWIWOd 3[elow pue “Yomuwies) | Aop.uarry puv uouvonps Ajrun.g [eo1sAyd pue ‘[euOLOW-[BID0S diysuouejal pyyo-juazed
30 Aupenb paaoxduij ‘sa10uajadwos 19jeaIn) Yoy [DjudU [DIUDADS ‘aaniudos ‘oFendue| pasordw] 3y} jo Surpuelsiopun pasorduy 6661
JUDWIUOIIAUD
WOy pue ‘uonesInpd
Aunuuod pue Aoe1a)1] ‘Aduarolyyns
3y u1 suased JO JUSWIDA[OAU] -J[9s ‘Suluonouny Ajnwey JestsAyd
2409 pryd N0 J]eIOW puE YIOMLIE) Ayijeay pue y3[eay [EJUS]Al | PUE ‘[BUOTIOW-[BID0S ‘dAIIUT0D) diysuoneras L661
Jo Gyonb panosduy pue saruajadwos yeig uoyponpa/ov42117 juawdo)aaap a8on3uvy PIyo-1uazed ay; Sutpuelsiapup) L
S1{IUIR) WOdUT
-MO] Jnoqe 33pajmouy a1ed p1yo pue uswdo[aasp
Aununuod 191e318 PI1Y2 1noqe a3pajmouy
‘s1suired Kjununuiod yim pue S[[IyS JJe1s 1918310
UOIRIOQR[[0D PUE SIIIAIIS (va.p
JO uoleUIPI00d a10W 218D | S1yp ul Suinoadu fo 1908 aavy dysuoneras
pl1yo jo Kitjenb pue Ajddns Jpis ‘Sip.aaafo. apradosddp Ply2-1uazed ay jo Suipueisiapun
paseaoul (sanssi uonesnpa ayow 01 119D ‘spasu JUSLIUOIIAUD JWOY PIduBYuUd s[4S Aoe1i Ianaq “uswysene 1a3uons
Al4ea jo aouepoduil pue Aquun{ fo 1uswssassp pun ‘Kousroryyns-Jas 193eas3 Juadiowa ‘Suruies] premoy spaau
SPaau 2D P{IY AJIUNUWWOD $Saua.omo) wsnouolssafosd ‘Guiuonouny Ajrwej 1a1yi[es}] sayseosdde ‘Jeuonowa-[eroog s, ua4pjiyo pup juawdojanap pryo
JO ssouazeme 19)eal1n) fvis pasvauouy | Buinras (po3 Quunf pasuvyuy juswdojaasp an1udo) Jfo a8pajmowy (p1uand pasuvyuyg 6661
JUSLIUOIIAUD diysuoneas pjiyo-juared
JWOY pue ‘AsualoLyns ayy Sutpuelsiopun pue uawdo[aasp
-J19s ‘Sutuonouny AJnwuey Suuies| premoy PIIY2 JO 93pajmouy JUdWYoeNy
ISIA 931 SuLmp passnosip JIS1A 9IS SuLInp passnosip Ayijeay pue yieay [eludly | sayseordde pue [euonowa-[eid0g Juswdojaasp L661
10U 2U0)SIDUIOD AJUNUIIOD) Jou Juswdofaaap yelg Buyyyas po8 Aquun.y Juawdoaaap anudoy) piyo fo a3pajmowy [puaang q
[GIEE
diay-j1as pue asuapuadapur)
uoisiazadns aanoddns Sururea] premo) sayoeoiddy
paseaiour ‘(uonjeonpa Juawdolaasdp 0215y g
pue Sujurel paseasoul (w22359-fjas ‘2.4DYS
s1apiaold sao1aIas ‘SHH 01 UEIS pEa}] Wolj (umo uo $221443s $s220D 01 sSouBUIIM ‘SJLYS [D1D0S)
Atununuos yyiam sdrysiouped Suuonisuen A[[nyssaoons) ‘Juswfojduta 41of Lipssadau Juawdo)anap [puoyowd-1p120g uaIp[yo SunoA aje[nwis 01 Moy Jo
puE UOIIBIOQR[[0D Pasealdu] sarouajadwos jyels pasordw] sjjys) Aouarifins-fjas juaavg juawdojaasp aapudon | pue juswdo[aaap plIyo jo a8pajmoudy] 6661
guawdopaasq yeis juswdojasa Ajrueyg yuawdojeaad priyd sdiysuone[ay pliyD-uaied sweidolg

LSUIpiing Ayununuo)

(panuyuod) 111 419VL

Q

77

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



Aunuwod sy}

ut JuswdA[oAul Juared pue
‘UOTIBIOQE[[0D PUR SIDIAISS
JO UOIRUIPIOOD ‘SIJIAIDS
Ajunuuod 19430 jo Aijenb
‘218D PIYD AJUNUIWLOD

juswdojarap
123180 {3[RIOUI PUE ‘YI0OMUWIED)

Sunyromau

[B120S PUE JUSWIA[OAUI
JlewW 1018218 JUSWUOIIAUD
awoy pasoxdwi ‘A3uardyyns

SSauIpeal [00Yds pue ‘Suuted]
piemo) sayoeosdde ‘yijeay

pue juawdojaasp [eo1sAyd ‘(g 25e
e suonoeiaul Aefd 19ad aamsod
qUaWIYOR}IE 2IN03S) JududoaAap
[euonows-e1d0s ‘ofendue| jo

uoyovaaul Avyd jusavd-runfuy
(a1v14doaddp Aypruswdorasap

st ipym) Juswdojaaap

D11Y2 fo 23pajmouy [pjudang

(rny> o1

ssauaa1suodsad pasvaout ‘Surinjanu
paspa.ou ‘Sunuaand juswyovp)

Jo Aijenb pasueyug ‘satoustadwod jjeis paaorduy -J13s Apyurey 1a1ea1n) | surewop ul Sutuonosuny pasueyuy | sdiysuouvja. ppyo-uaivd paounyuy 6661
AJIUNUIWOD
sy ut syuared Jo JuaWIAA[OAUL
pue ‘uoneIoqe[jod Sunuared pue ‘yuawdojaasp
pUE S32IAIIS JO UOIRUIPIOOD Juswdo[aasp PIIY2 Jo a3pajmouy quswiydeny
‘$391A19S AJIUNWLIOD IadIed pue ‘9[eIOW pue JUSWISA[OAUT SSauIpeal [00yds pue ‘Surures] 1pwdoganap
Iay1o jo Ayifenb ‘ares | pomures) ‘sarouajadwon jyeig 1ayje} pue ‘JUSWUOIIAUD piemoy sayseordde ‘jeoisAyd PI1Yo fo 23pajmouy [pjusng L661
PIyo Aiununwos jo Ajiend) sarouatadwiod ffvis panosduf w0y ‘AousIdiyyns-}|9S ‘[euonows-|e100s ‘agenSue] sdiysuonvjal pjyo-jusang H
a1mny Joy ueld
A{eroueulj 03 3[qe pue 3[qels
A[[e1oueuly aq ‘uonepodsuen
JO suesw pue s{[Iys
a|qekojduwa oAy ‘s[aas] apeid
7 99URADE JO UO1JEINP? J1SBq
ynpe 333[dwod |[1m gD ou J1
‘luswisoueape 10y saniunjioddo
sapiaroid pue spasu S1wOU022
J1seq s1eaul Jey) Judwkofdwa
‘spoau [euonynu s A[Iurey
Sunosow syesw aredasd
pue aseyornd ‘waisAs poddns
[B100S PIPUIIXI ARY ‘SINIARIR
[e3aqq1 p ue asnqe aouelsqns
Jo 931) sawoy ajes a|qepiojje
ul Al ‘Suryeu uoisidap
JALIONIISUOD YIIM SSIIIS pue
Sasuo 0] puodsal pue sasud
Aununuod 9J1] 1oMm3J ‘Yjeay S P{iyo pue (1uawdojaaap jioddns pup
3y} Ul 1923)UNJOA [[IM UMO 113y} 0] paje[al uonesnpa Lo1tuow ‘sauoisajiu |pjuawdoanap
s1aquiaw A[Turej ‘a1ed piiyo . pue 3oueping Arojedronue Muuapr) woawdopaaap ppyo
sreudosdde £[jejuawdojaaap uo 108 pue ‘UaIp[Iyo wes| o} a10w0.4d pup pupisiapun sjusing
0] SS390E 9ARY I3y 10§ Medoape syuated | Apear aq ‘Juswdo(aAap [BI100S pue JuWYODYD
[11m syuasted pue uaIp(iyD | fvis pouy ‘pauvdaud o19g $Sa4is Ajuunf pasvadda(g a8en3ue[ ur sure§ srensuowaqg pI1yo-1ua.4nd 241025 pup 423u041S 6661
,.wEEEm Anunwo) gluswidojarsq geis yuswdofara( Ajtweq uawdopAdg Piiyd sweidold

sdiysuoneay pIyD-uated

(panuuo2) 1111 A19VL

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.

78

55



Aununuod
ays ul syuared JO JUSWSA[OAUT
pue ‘uonjeIoqe|[od
pUR S3DIAISS JO UOIIRUIPIOOD JUSWUOIIAUS dWoY
‘SIJIAISS AJUNUWIWOD PUE ‘uorjeonpa pue Aoe1d|
19430 jo Lpenb ored ‘Kouarolyyns-j19s ‘Suruoriouny . Sunuaied pue ‘diysuone|al
PIIUS Arunuwiod jo Aijend) Ajurey Ayyjeay pue Surures| PIyo-juared oy Surpuelsiopun
2402 wowdopaasp | yfesy jeiusw ‘yijesy [edisAyd | piemos sayoeordde pue ‘|esisyd “uawdo]aAaap pliyo jo aGpajmouy] L661
Py &tunwwod fo yongy | 199189 pue sadudedwod jyeig uonponpa/ o117 ‘leuonowd-[B190S ‘0AnuSo) sdiysuoyvya.L pi1yo-jusang [
i KjaJes pasealdul ‘suonoe
pue $3210Y2 Jo saouanbasuoo
PUBISIOPUN UOIB[OSI 3ONPal
‘90104 ® 9AIS ‘waysAs poddns
Apjeay e asn ‘sdiysuoneas
Ayesy urgpuiews | UOHEOLNERIS Pake|ap purisyiM PIYo jo aoueydoooe
pue ysiqelss syuosed 01 A1[iqe pue uone[naI-§[os /PI1Yo Jo ainsea[d sassardxa
Yuapuadopur L[jeroueuy paseaxout ‘(aAntugoo /s|[nys jwia1ed ‘suonodeiayut Surpjoy
SW023q ‘oI YNM UOIIBISHES 1010w /o3engue() sau0IsIUL ‘Guuassi] orgredws {(mo18 pue
PUE ‘UOKEONP3 ‘dWOodUl [euawdo[aAap sas1yoe a101dx2) 0] UINIaI 0) ISEq AINIIS
pasearour ‘uoyesyneld Ke[sp ‘yamoi3 pue yuowdojoasp | e sey piyo {(pj1ys ayy 10§ yeads 03
01 K1[1qe pue uone[ngor wnuirxew owoid | wrea) o3 spasu juaied pue jeooididal
-J[9S pasealdul sey Jualed ‘ua1p[IYd pa[qesip/pake[sp 10§ 3Qq 0] SPa3U UOHEIUNUILIOCD) $AND
supwuoaus owoy | *(35€q 21009s & SulAy pue J[os peaz 01 Ayjiqe siualed ul 9sEAIOUL
afpsun fo 4aquinu pasvaoa | 3O oSuss FuITIOWO ‘WAS-J[s {(A[1ea1sAyd pue Ajeuonows)
$204n059.4 Pue 90UdpYuod sassedwoous PIIYO 3Y) 1OJ S[qE[IBAE SI JUdIed
Apunwwos aimado.ddp s1y}) siayjo pue juared gm plyo
40 $5200D Ajnunf pasva4ouy | 199Uu0d A[[euonows o} KN[IQY | ay1 01 A3111qv)iDAD [DjUADd PasDa.Louf
s1apiaoid Aouaporffns sauoysaju puawdolaadp | JuawyoOD)D
9014195 pue sa1ouade Yury | S3I[IWES )IM PUE 10] AJEO0APY -fjas Apnunf paspaouy arviedo.ddp fo juawanaryoy piyo-jua4nd fo (31ndas pasnaouy 6661
Ajunuruiod
ay1 w syuased JO JUSUWIA[OAUL
pUE ‘uoileIoqR[[0d
PUE S3DIAISS JO UOIIEUIPIOOD JUSUTUOJIAUS SWIOY pue Jea1sAyd pue Jeuonjoura-[e100g Sunuaed
‘901A19S AJIUNUILOd ‘Kouatonyyns-J1as ‘Suruonouny juawdojaaap |p120g pue ‘diysuonejal ppiyo-juared
1ayio jo Anpenb ‘ared 1IS1A 911 FuLMp passnosip Ajwey Aypyjesy pue juatudojaaap a3nnduny oy Surpuesiopun ‘yuswdofaaop L661
pltyo Ayununuod jo Kijend) 1ou uswdopaasp jJe1s | yijeay Jejusw ‘yeay [eatsAyd juswdojaaap aaypu8or) PIIYD Jo 38pajmouy JUsWydely |
JSuIpjing Aunurwo) Juawdofaasq yye1s wowdopaas( Ajruseq wawdoa3qg pHYD sdiysuoue[ay plyo-uased swelgoid

(panuiuos) 1'1]] 74V .L

O

56

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E

79



Aunwwod 3y ut sjuared
JO JUSWIDA[OAUI pUE 218D
PIy2 Anunurwod jo Ayjend

sarouazadwod yjers

JUSWUONIAUD
awoy pue ASUsIdns-J[2§

Suiurea] premo) sayoeordde
pue ‘[eatsAyd ‘[euorjowd
-teos ‘a8en3ue| ‘oaudo)
Juswdolaasp [DUOHOWI-[DIDOS

Sunuared

pue juswdo[aaap PIYo JO a3pajmoury
sdrysuoupja ppyo-juaing
20uzpadwos

pun 2ouapifuod Junuaind

L661

LAunuwuod

2y uy s123d 10} [apowi 9]0l
aantsod syuased ‘Buipjing
Ayunuiuos 01 uolejal

Ul pIeay pue 0] pauslsiy aIe
sjuared {5201AI9S paul[wedLs
a10w ‘spaau A[nurej pue piyo
0} 2ATISUSS 2I0Ul 3q [[IM
uaIpIys Suoajje swa)sks
‘1ap1aoxd ares pliys 1ay)
yum diysuoniejas dojsasp
£$301012 PAULIOJUT )W

puE 2180 P[IYd Jo K1jenb
ajenjea? ueo pue Lienb

pue Ainunuoo jo souelrodury
puBjsIapun sjuaied

2400

piyo &ununuod fo Gipongy

Aununuod

ay3 ur santunyzoddo

Jo a8ejueape e}

‘syo1yep uey) 1ayiel syiduans
Aqrurey yo Aydosopiyd yaim
JUS)SISUOD 3pNIINE ‘S32INOSIAI
Ayunurwod jo a3pajmou
pasearou; ‘yuawdojasap
PIYD JO 33pajmouy| pasearduf

PIAJOAUI SIDYE) ‘sanjiunpoddo
Fulurea| /s201mosa1
Aunuwuwod Jo agpajmouy
1918218 ‘sarousfe woy djay
puE suonnjos %29s 03 Aor1aI|
waroiyns (Asuajadwod [e100s
pasealout ‘sjeod Suraayoe
Buipsegai uonoe jo uefd

aaey ‘Ju1sq-1[am S pIIyo pue
umo o} yoeoidde sanisod azows
$aJ1] uo Joo[Ino sanisod-arow
‘UIP[IYO UMo Joj uriedoape
U] SAILISSE IOW (SALS

pue L1[enxas ‘sarpoq umo

J0 agpajmouy ‘a1ed [e1euard
Suipnjour) yireay A[ruey 1an3q
‘Kdustonyyns-jjas Amuej 1)ea1sd
‘s[eo3 SuiaaIyor Ul 20UIPYUod
1916218 ‘w99)s9-J1as 12y31y
‘SEUWIUSIP UMO 0 SUOLIN|OS

JO uIyy ‘pasau A3y} 1eym 10§
yse pue mouy 03 pazamodwd
sjuared ‘sawoy 2[qels Iow
‘UsIp[IYo JOJ JUSWUOIIAUD
Iap2q ‘Sunuaied ur 9ouUspLUOD
1918213 {spaau s A[nuej

JO 9suas 19119q UlENE sjudIed
KQ.CQU:NVN\AUU&N&N

(saje1 uonEZIUNUIWI JUIpnjour)
yieay paaosdun Kouatadwod
[e190s pasearout ‘uswreradws)
JO SULId) Ul [00YOS 10)

Apeal ‘A[[es1wiapeoe [00YdS 10
Apeai ‘13112q s3u1a9) IZI[eqIoA
‘Aeyd azeniui ‘[e100s AI0N

suoljoRIAUL

PIIyo-1uared pasearout $199|3au

puE 3sNQE PIdNpal i) 03 SAIONPUOD
SAIIAL}OE 210W $3I10W WY} 0] peal
pue UaIp[Iyo yoea) A[aanoe Suenodurr
st @D Aym jo Suipuejsiapun
pasealdul ‘19)e] 29U[01A pIdNpal pue
uoneolUnUILIOd pue s3endue| s pliyo
u2aM)aq Jul] pue)sIapun ‘sagueyo
3z1uosa1 pue A[[eyuswidojorap

SI PIIYO 213ym purIsIapun ‘priyo

0} J[qE[IBA® 2I0W PUE J[3S Jnoqe
I13139q s]295 Juared (saaea] sijeloads
I2}JB Way) SNUNLUOD Pue SaNIALOE 0D
JO ajEUOIIBI PUBISIOPUN [[IM SjUdIR]
sdysuon)aa pjyo-juaind as3uons

6661

Jduip[ng Ltununuo)

Juswdojaaa( jyers

[p1ua.and 42102.45)

wswdopaaag Apnue

wowdo[aasqg pIyD

sdiysuone[ay plyD-tuared

sweidoig

(panunuod) 111 19VL

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.

80



JUSWIIA[OAUY
Iayje} pue ‘JUSWUOIIAUD
swoy ‘Aouaroiyns KJISISAIp puE A IUNULOD
-j1os ‘Suiuonoury Ay | 1ay) Jo a3pajmour| pue ‘Gurres)
a1ed Ayijesay pue yijeay [eus N piemoy sayseoidde ‘[esisAyd
PIYyo Aunumuo jo Aiend Wwawdo[oA3p 192180 juowidoydwa/louarorffns ‘[euonjowra-e100s ‘afensue] Sunusred L661
§2014435 O UODUIP.100) PUE S[BIOW PUE YIOMUIEI ], -fjas o1wou02q juswdoaasp 28onSupy | pue Juswdo[aaap pliys Jo S3pajmouty N
yuswdojaaap
aaugod pasueyud
‘Guiuses] premoy saydseordde
uoneIoqe|[0d Iapiaoid sjeo8 weaSoxd uo 303pJa1 yieay 123uons quswdo]aasp
901AI9S AJIUNWWIOD JIOW 01 Anjiqe pue souewuoyrad | [ewsur pue [eoisAyd 1o113q pue [BUONOWS-[BIO0S PIduBYUS diysuoneya1 piyd
“£ununuod Y3 ut syuared Aurenb-ySiy ‘spiepueis ‘Sutuonouny Ajnuej 131yijesyq ‘(8urya1esdA0) Juawdolaasp -yuared oy jo Suipueisiopun 13139
JO JUSWIDAJOAUT 131810 J0UBULIOLIS] WeISold uoyvonpa puv judwdojdwa s8en3ue| paoueyuyg “uawdo[aAap pIIy2 Jo a3pajmouy
2400 ppyo | welg pesy jo uonejuswadun 240w pun LH>uz101ffns juawdojanap joorsdyd pasueyud ‘uswydene 123uong
Arunuwod fo yonb aoy3iy pue noqe agpajmou) g -f]25 21U0U0Dd 42]1DIID) puv Y1jpay ppyd paouvyug sdysuoypjaa pjiyo-jua.ind 128uoys 6661
Ajununuod Jutuonouny Ajiutey diysuoneral priys-yudred
ay ut syuared JO JUSWAA[OAU] Ayi[eay pue yi[eay [elus} ays Surpuessiapun pue ‘uswdo[2adp
2412 11S1A 211S SuLmp passnosIp juawdojduia/louatoffns Sutures| premo) PIIY2 JO 3Tpajmou ‘JUIUIYIENY L661
pnyo Qrumuwod fo Ajongy 10u Juswdojaasp Jers -fjas oruouodq | sayoeoidde pue [eUOHIOWS-[BIO0S sdiysuoupya. pjiyo-juaang W
Ajrunwuwiod JUSUISA[OAUT I3Y1E]
ay ut sjuared Jo juswdAjoAUl pue ‘uonesnps pue Adeal| ssauipeal Sunuared quoungseny
PUE ‘S301AI9S AJIUNULIOD studojaaap ‘Kouaraiyyns-jjas ‘Suiuonouny jooyos “uswdojaasp [eucnowd Juawdojaasp
12y10 jo Ayijenb ‘areo 122180 pUE ‘d[RIOW pUE Apwrey Agijeay pue -1e1oos ‘uawdo[aaap aanugdo) plyo f0 a8pajmouy (pjuaing
PIyo Kununwos jo Ajjend) | yiomwes) ‘sardusiadwiod geis | yHesy [eusw ‘yiesy [esisAyd Y1oay1uaudojaaap 02154y sdiysuonynya. pjiyo-juaang 6661
Funuared
pue ‘diysuoneja: priys-juased .
Aununuod JUSWIIA[OAUI J3YIRY oY) Surpueisiopun quaidojaaap
ay ut sjuared JO JUSWIAA[OAUY puE ‘uoleONp3 pue AoeIall| PIIY JO 3agpajmou] JuauIydeny
PUE ‘S301AIS AJIUNUILUOD wowdo[aAsp ‘Kouatoiyyns-jas ‘Suiuonosuny ssautpeal [0oyas pue ‘[eatsAyd juswdopaasp
1ay10 jo Ayijenb ‘areo 122180 pUE ‘d[RIOW pUE Anuey Ayijeay pue ‘[BUOTIOWI3-TBID0S ‘DANIUF0D) pI1yo fo a3pajmouy (pjuaing 1661
PIyo Kununwod jo Aend) | ysomures; ‘sarsusiadwiod geis | yaesy [eausw ‘yieay [edisiygd Y103y suzwudolaasp [po1sAyq sdysuoija. pyo-juaand 1
JUSWUOIIAUD
swoy aatgoddns aIoA (s>{s®e1 JuaLINd 0] A3l pue
(ouaoiffns-fias saoustiadxa Joud 1squIswal o) (siwis Bunuaied
21u0U032 2421400 ‘Ajnupfay1 |  3|qe ‘saFudj[eyd mau 1anbuod 0} poo3 ‘suoneadxa ajeudoidde
swared 40f 210204pD ‘s1po8 yopa4 puv | a]qe ‘ANsoLIND paseasout) Surures] -a3e) Sunuased pue juswdo[aaap
Suowre poddns 1sad 210y 21DJNO114D ‘SUOISIAP pauLioful piemo) sayoeosdde ‘yiyeay PIIYd Jo 28pajmow] 10)ea1)
‘(1rounod Aotjod uy paajoAul 2yDw ‘S204N0S34 PaPIIU 1a315q “(quawrdojaaap aatnugod douataduiod
‘saA[as 1oj Surjesoape) . uip1qo 03 2]q) (Aoua1dtfjns austjoy ‘skefap [eiuswdofaasp pup 20uap1fuod Sunjuaind 421p3.40)
Awnurwos uy sjuared jo uoddns pue uoisiatadns -f125) Spaau 21uoU0? 1am3J) uswdojanap aanugo) (sdysuoynja. Ajnunf-naju1 aaisod
JUSWSA[OAUT SI0W 3180 PIIYd | JJeis paoueyus {(sygD ureiqo) pup [D120S s, {juunf ay1 199 juawdojaadp ‘pryo ynm Avyd appradosddp-23)
Aununuos jo Ayjenb 1oy sarouajaduwrod yyels 108uong | o1 swuaund fo Aijigo pasuvyuyg [ouoyows-p1o0s 42119g | sdiysuoun)a. piiyo-juand paouvyug 6661
pwc_v__zm Aununuo)) nEuan_qu Bes wsurdoaas Ajrwe uswrdofaaa( PIIYD sdysuone|ay pliydH-ualed swesgoid

(panuyuod) 1’111 419V.L

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E

81



JUSWIUOHIAUD
swoy jes {(uolIe|os! [B100S
paosnpai ‘9[A1s331] IS1YI[edy)
Guruonouny Ajruej 121Yifeay
pue yi[eay [eyuaw parordun
‘{(uonynu 1919q ‘Furjows
pUE 3SNQE 2DUBISQNS PIONP3I)
Juawdo[aAap pys Ajea Jo yijeay jesisAyd vo>.an~ ?.5.5::0 3 saunnol
souepodu JNOqe SS3UAIEME (s111ys JuswaSoupW mofjo} ‘sanbiuyoay audiostp
paseasout (sa1ouage 1ay1o 0} [p1ouDULf 4211q SIS (Suipea: areudoxdde asn ‘Sunuared
SA0W JJBIS U3YM [AIS Jlom Suuupyd paspasour ‘Suisnoy 10 paredaid) juswdojaaap Ul 3U3PYu0d Pasealdul ‘UdaYyo
SALIBIOQE[[OD PISEIIDUT) paaoadut ‘Aupgodoydua aanuSod ‘(uorssardxa 210W UAIP[IYD 01 Peal ‘3snqe pIYyd
uoneIOgeR[[03 PUR SIIIAIIS pavmoy ssa430.4d) (uapjiyd -JI2S ‘S[]IS UOHBIIUNWWOD) paonpal ‘suoneldadxs onsijear)
JO uolERUIPIO0D PaduRyUd | (ParBINPA 1an3q) Juswdo[PAp pup fjas 4of Aovaoapp 1swdojaasp s5endue] Funuored pue juswdojoasp
fared prYd AUnwwiod 193180 {(pauren) 19112q) pup ‘SjjLys [p120s ‘sjjuys (S111ys 01208 ‘JO41U0-f]35) Py Jo a8pajmolny paseardu]
3o Annjenb pasearou] sarouaiodwon Jyers pasearou] | afiy paaoaduy) Aoustoyfns-fja8 Juswdojaaap jpuolowa-p120s | sdiysuouvjai pjya-usivd pasuvyuy 6661
AJIUNUIIOD 33 ul
siuared JO JUSWIA[OAUI pUB
‘UOIJBIOQR[[0D PUB SADIAISS JUSWILOIIAUD SWIOY pue Sururea] premo) sayoeoidde
JO UOIIBUIPIOOD “SIIIAIS ‘Kouatoyyns-jjos ‘Suiuonoury pue ‘[eorsAyd ‘jeuonourd Sunuaied
Aunuwod 1330 jo Ajend) wowdojaasp Aprwiey Ayieay pue -[e100s ‘adenduey “oanudo) | pue juswdolaasp pliyo jo aSpapmorry 1661
uonpioqoyjoyy | 19315 pue sarousyadwion PYe1g | yijesy [EIUSW ‘YieaY [eISAU] | yipay pup juswdojaasp juatshyq ssa41s Sunuaavg fo}
(Ayunuruiod ayy
ul saJmyno [[e Jo Suipuejsiapun
Ia139q ‘AjIUnuIuIod
Ul PAA[OAUT 210U ‘AJIUNUWWOD
PUE URIP]IYD YIm dIeyS
" pue s3jo01 aziugooa: ‘opud
30 asuas dojaaap) ANsioAlp
[eIn}[nd pue Aunuwwod
Jo a3pajmour| 1a1eaId
‘Juswurele [euoleINpa 1oydry
‘3uiAl] jo paepue)s aaosdu
01 UOHJEATIOW 12]B31L) {s[e03 splom
umo premoj ssar3oid ayew pue sarusagd Aq Ajoanisod sjuem
pUEB S30IN0S3I JO 33pajmouy pue spaau ssaidxa o) Ajiqy
1918218 1511JU00 Yyum (ruawdojanap UIP[IYd 03 ssaudalsuodsal
Ajrununuod [eap Ajoreudosdde pue sSurjasy JOnIO3)j21Ul |DUONOWD-]DID0S pue puoq p[1ys-juared ssea1su]
ul SHY 10} noddns . sjooyas pue swerdord ale[noiue o} Aijiqe paaoidun w030t ‘23pn3upy ‘djay-f1os (sinuyy
1a3uonys ‘(Jyers Buumnunu wawdoiasp plyd Joyio ‘waa)sa-3]3s paaoxdury 24111UB02—SD24D (D UY) YIM043 wayf Buipias ‘auipdiosip Ap1oadsa)
‘sananoe ajeudordde o8e) | 01 sjqeredwod soueeS 9A19031 $224n0S524 Aj1unwwo2 fo a1vtudosddp Aypjuawdojaaap sa18a1v.415 Sunuaavd aanisod
Kurenb ares piyo 1oysiy ‘s30130p paoueApe UIRIQQ | 251 puD Ssausipmp pasvasoul | Avpdsip pup w1yiway 24v sa1qpg | fo 20119v4d pup a8pajmorsy pasaiou] 6661
JSupring Apununuo) Juswdopaaaq yeis swdo}aa3(q Ajrue,] awdolaas PHYD sdiysuoneay piy)-uaied sweidoid

(ponuyuod) 1’111 419V L

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



“SIISIA 9IS £66] AWOS FULINP PIsSNoSIP JOU SEA JUOJSIIUIOD S} ‘SUTENSUOD W) 01.30(],

‘sawoono  Auoud  sweidord ay3 are sorjeat ut pagySiysiy sowono ay] susia
S 6661 [12) PUB 2661 118} 33 SULINp SUOISSNOSIP 35ueyD JO SALI0AY) 3y} UY SIW02IN0 uepodwl pateotput weidord Yord Yowm ut seare A3y Sy 21B3Iput JUOISIAUI0D I3 19PUN SINUD Y],

“3011) uewyy dxow paweu sureiSoxd [B19A3S ‘6661 Ut ‘sawosimo Auoud saryy Sulknuapt 03 parui] atam sweidord 661 Ul AION
(Sunuared
1o} Aje10adsa) woddns e1sos
‘(a8uey> uo snooj ‘uryes (suonupoadxa
Ayununuod a3 ut syuared -1eo3) Sutuotiduny Ajrurey o1s1pa4 Ap1oadsa) wuawdojanap
JO JUSWAA[OAUL {(Suonisues Ayjeay ‘LouaIdiyyns-j[as s[4S wowdopaasp pl1yo Jo a3pajmouy pjuadvg
loj A[[e1dadsa) uoneroqe[jod JUSWIdOUBADE Surdoo pue y3jeay [eIuUs]A [eo1sAyd pue [euoriouwd (quauryoene
PUE UOHEUIPIO0d 301A13G |  pue juswdoaasp [euoIssaj01d | §jpo8 195 0 sauqy  saiupy | -[E1908 Jo sjaa] ajeudordde-afy 2IN23s) sd1ysuouD]a4 piIYI-JUd L 6661
Ajunurnos ay3 ut
siuared JO JUSWIA[OAU pUR
‘UONJEIOQR[[09 PUB SIDIAIDS Sunuaised pue ‘uswdofaasp
JO UOLJBUIPIOOD ‘SIDIAISS PIIY2 JO a3pajmow] ‘WUoWyoeny
Aununuos 12430 jo Aiifend) Kouatoiyyns upwdojanap
24102 -J1as pue Sutuonouny Afiwej ply2 fo a8pajmouy (piusand L661
Py Anunwwod fo Ajongy J[eIoW pue JIomWwes] Ayreay pue yireay [eIUsA [eo1sAyd pue jeuonowa-1e100§ sdiysuoyvya. pi1yI-1uding o)
(sassau|[!
90USPIJUOD-§[3S UONBUNUIIISP |  pue saumfut Jo K1115A3s paonpar)
Kununuods a3 uy syusred wswdojaaap -J19s /aouspuadapur wswdo(aaap jeosrsAyd pasueyuyg
JO JuUdWLA[oA UL 19B2IT 192180 J93U0nS {d[RIOW 1918213 JUSWUOIIAUS dWIoY (spys
‘UOIRIOQR[[0D PUB SIJIAISS 13113q PUE YIOMWIED) JI0W PaduBYUD {KOUSIOLINS-J[9S p1o0s ‘Ayndwa) juawdojaasp
JO UOHBUIPIOOD IO {(Ananisuss [emno ‘Surp[ing 1918218 ‘Suruonouny Ajiuiey JDUOOWI-[D1I0S PIIUDYUT Sunuared 19119q
24102 pl1yo diysuonejal ‘syg) Swnes) | 1amyifeay ‘yiesy [elusw 1o0aq | juawdojaaap 28pn3un) paouvyuy “uawdo243p pi1yd Jo 3pajmouy]
Aptumuwod fo Qiponb saySipy satoualadwoo jyeis soueyuy ‘yireay [eorsAyd pasueyuyg | juawdojaaap aay1u300 paounyuy paoueyus ¢ jusunjoepe Ja3uong 6661
Aununod ayl ut
sjuared JO JUSWIA[OAUL PUB
‘UO1IBIOqR[[0D PUB SIDIALIS
JO uoneUIpIon? ‘318D JUSWUOIIAUD UWIOY pue [eo1sAyd pue ‘[euonowa
pltyo funurnuod jo Litfend) wswdofaasp ‘Kouatonyns-yias ‘Sutuonouny -1eroos ‘afendue ‘oaniudo)
2.4p0 133180 pUE ‘9[RIOW pUR Ajnuey Ayiesy pue juswdoyaasp [p1oog Sunuaied pue quawdojaasp L661
piyo Aunwuios fo yond | jromuresy ‘satousjadwos gyei§ | yieay [EIUSW ‘Yieay [edisAyd juswdopanap a8pn3uvy Py jo a8pajmoury yudWyoeny d
JSutpling Ayrununio) Juswdofaaa( jyers 1uswdopaas( Ajmue,] wawdojaaag pIiyd sdigsuone[ay pliyD-ualed sweidoid

(panuyuod) 1’111 T1dVL

O

60

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E

83



this chapter discusses and summarizes these expected outcomes, the ways they have changed

over time, and the implications they have for understanding program development and impacts.

B. EVOLUTION IN PROGRAMS’ EXPECTED OUTCOMES

We describe programs’ priority outcomes in two ways. First, we consider the extent to
which the programs, as a group, were focusing on particular areas. To do this, we report the
priority outcomes that fell into each area as a percentage of all priority outcomes. This is shown
in part A of Table IIL.2. Next, we look at the number and percentage of programs that focused
on particular types of outcomes. These are shown in part B of Table II1.2.

1. Specific Changes That Occurred in' Programs’ Focus on Priority Outcomes in
Particular Areas

While a small number of programs did not change the priority outcomes identified in May
1998, the focus of most programs became refined and/or modified in important ways over time,
reflecting changing views of the important outcomes they wanted to achieve. As shown in part
A of Table II1.2, the proportion of priority outcomes that were in the areas of parent-child
relationships and child development did not change: in 1998, 59 percent of the priority outcomes
were in the combined area of parent-child relationships and child development, and this
combined area comprised 60 percent of the outcomes in 1999. It is important to consider child
and parent-child relationships together, for, as we learned in discussions with program staff,
programs often stress parent-child relationship goals because of the expected effects they will
have indirectly on children’s development.

Family development outcomes became a larger proportion of all the priority-expected
outcomes in 1999 than they were in 1998, rising from 16 to 27 percent. At the same time, a

substantially smaller proportion of the total expected priority outcomes were in staff
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TABLE II1.2

EARLY HEAD START PROGRAMS’ PRIORITY OUTCOMES

A. Percentage of Priority Outcomes in Each Area, 1998 and 1999.%

Area 1998 1999
Parent-Child Relationships - 37 34
Child Development 22 26
Family Development 16 27
Staff Development 12 8
Community Building 14 5

Note: When child development and parent-child relationships are considered together,

they account for 59 percent of all priority-expected outcomes in 1998 and 60 percent in
1999.

B. Number (and Percentage) of Programs with Priority Outcomes in Each Area, 1998 and

1999
Area 1998 1999
Parent-Child Relationships ' 13 (76) 14 (82)
Child Development 9(53) 11 (65)
Family Development 8 (47) 13 (76)
Staff Development 6 (35) 5(29)
Community Building 7 (41) 3(18)

Note: When child development and parent-child relationships are considered together,

five programs (29 percent) identified outcomes in both areas in 1998 and nine (53
percent) did so in 1999.

’The reason the two analyses shown under A and B appear somewhat different is that each
program could (and often did) identify multiple outcomes in one area. Since programs were limited
to naming three priority outcomes, the total number of priority outcomes is fixed and the percentage
of outcomes in each area must equal 100 percent. In contrast, because programs could name priority
outcomes in multiple areas, the percentage of programs that named priority outcomes in each area
can sum to more than 100 percent across the five areas.
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development and community building—together these areas constituted about a quarter of all the
priority outcomes (26 percent) in 1998. However, staff and community development became
even less likely to be priority outcomes in 1999, constituting only 13 percent of all priority
outcomes that programs reported to us.

Looking at the percentage of programs with priority outcomes in each area (part B of Table
II1.2), it is clear that an increasing number of programs were working toward outcomes in the
parent-child, child development, and family development areas in 1999, compared with 1998.
At the same time, fewer programs in 1999 than in 1997 considered staff development and
community building to be among their priority outcomes. We should point out, however, that
the lowered priority for outcomes in these areas did not mean that programs were neglecting staff
and community development. We continued to see strong programmatic efforts in these areas, as
noted in chapters V and VI. Rather, programs were undoubtedly responding to guidance from
the Head Start Bureau and articulating the choices they made when it was not possible to have
every area be high priority.

We examined, from the program perspective, the nature of these changes. First, two
programs that did not identify parent-child relationships as a priority outcome in 1998 added that
focus in 1999. One program dropped its parent-child priority focus, which yielded a net increase
to 14 programs with priority outcomes in that area. A similar change occurred in child
development. Three programs added it as a priority focus, while one program dropped it, which
resulted in a net increase from 9 to 11 programs that placed child outcomes among their top
priorities.

Another pattern of change was that, over time, programs with priority outcomes in staff
development and community building shifted focus to outcomes in the family development area.

Five programs added priority outcomes in that area, and no programs that identified family
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development outcomes in 1998 dropped them, which resulted in an increase from 8 to 13
programs identifying such outcomes.

One program added expected outcomes in staff development, and two no longer identified
staff outcomes in 1999, which resulted in a net decrease from six to five programs that were
giving priority to that area. Substantial change among priority outcomes occurred in the
community area, however. Four programs that had identified priority outcomes in this area in
1998 no longer did so in 1999, and no program added this as a priority focus. Thus, in 1999
three programs had community building as a priority focus (compared with seven in 1998).
Three of the programs that no longer identified community outcomes as priority added family
outcomes.

The evolution of expected outcomes also involved changes in program thinking within each
of the five areas. For example, in the child development area, programs identified specific
aspects that they focused on, as shown in Table III.3. Among the 11 programs identifying child
development priority outcomes in 1999, subsets of programs focused on the following specific

outcomes:

e Five programs specified social-emotional development

e Five programs specified cognitive development (or both cognitive and language
development)

e Two programs specified language development
e Three specified health and physical development

e Two named generic child development outcomes (for example, “achieving
appropriate developmental milestones”)
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TABLE II1.3

EVOLVING PRIORITIES WITHIN THE CHILD DEVELOPMENT ARiEA:
NUMBER (AND PERCENT OF PROGRAMS IDENTIFYING EACH ASPECT
OF CHILD DEVELOPMENT AS A PRIORITY OUTCOME

Child Development Outcome ' 1998 4 1999
Social or social-emotional

development 3(33) 5(45)
Cognitive development 3(33) 5(45)
Language development 4 (44) 2(18)
Health and physical development 2 (22) 3(27)
Generic child development 0(0) 2 (18)

Total programs with child
development outcomes 9 11

Thus, a somewhat greater proportion of programs had a priority to achieve social-emotional
and cognitive outcomes in 1999 (compared with 1998), and a smaller percentage identified

language as a priority child development outcome.

2. Changes Across A/l Expected Outcomes Between 1997 and 1999

In addition to considering the priority outcomes, we also documented all outcomes that
programs deemed “important.” These are shown in Table IIL1, along with the 1997 and 1998
outcomes. One of the first things to note is that every program identified outcomes in all areas.
This was an important first step for programs as they attempted to implement all four program
areas as specified in the original program grant announcement.

A number of programs reported more-detailed outcomes in 1999 than in 1997; several

programs have become more detailed in their identification of outcomes in parent-child
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relationships, child development, and family developmeht. Both in 1997 and 1999, all programs
identified social-emotional outcomes as ones they expected to achieve. Thirteen programs
identified cognitive outcomes (a slight increase from 12 in 1997), and 11 expected language
outcomes (increased from 9 in 1997). The largest increase occurred in the area of health and
physical development, where 15 of the 17 programs mentioned these outcomes in 1999, in

contrast to 11 in 1997.

3. Summarizing Programs’ Expected Child and Family Outcomes

One complication of our variable approach to discussing expected outcomes is the variation
in terminology. Programs reported both “important” and “priority” outcomes in 1997, 1998, and
1999. We have also shown the changes in programs’ expected outcomes ove‘r time, combining
priority and other outcomes, and combining information across years. Because no single
approach or point in time yields an exact picture of programs’ expected outcomes, we created a
composite index derived from (1) 1997 expected outcomes; (2) 1998 priority outcomes; (3) all
expected outcomes programs described in the fall 1999 site visits; and (4) priority expected
outcomes from 1999, as confirmed by local researchers.

If an outcome area was identified in at least three of these four analyses, we considered there
to be a “consensus” that it was a legitimate expected outcome of the program and could be the
basis for targeted subgroup impact an'alysis.2 The resulting clustering of programs is shown in
Table II1.4. The largest number or programs (12) expected parent-child relationship outcomes.
Within child development, the most common expected outcome was social-emotional

development. Looking across the four child development areas, 10 programs indicated expected

Note that for the purpose of these analyses, we focus on the child and family outcomes, as
the study design does not allow for impact analyses of staff and community outcomes.
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outcomes in at least one child development area, 7 identified two of the four areas, and 4

reported that they expected to achieve outcomes in three or all four of the areas.

4. The Relationship Among Expected Outcomes, Program Approaches, and Program
Impacts

The programs’ expected outcomes shown in Table IIL.4 are generally consistent with the
types of services they offered at the time of fhe 1997 site visits. In general, as shown in Figures
III.1 and III.2, center-based programs were more likely to emphasize child development
outcomes, while home-based programs were more likely to invest their efforts in enhancing
parent-child relationships and parenting/home environment outcomes (which they expected to
lead to impacts on children’s development later). Among programs that gave priority to parent-
child relationship or parenting outcomes, mixed-approach programs were most likely to
emphasize enhancing parent-child relationships (Figﬁre III.I). Many home-based programs also
explicitly emphasized parent-child relationships, while others focused on aspects of parenting
and the home environment, such as increasing parents’- knowledge of child development or
encouraging parents to spend more time with their children.

We also examined the expected outcomes within child development (Figure II1.3). Among
programs that gave priority to child development outcomes, the percentage of center-based
programs emphasizing cognitive and social-emotional development was equal (50 percent), and,
mixed approach and home-based programs were more likely to emphasize social-emotional
development.

Interim findings of- program impacts through the children’s second birthday were
generally—but not completely—consistent with the program approaches and expected outcomes
(ACYF 2001). All program approaches resulted in positive benefits for children, but the types of

impacts differed across approaches. Center-based programs were the only ones to enhance
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TABLE IIL.4

CLUSTERS OF PROGRAMS WITH PRIORITY OUTCOMES IN EACH ASPECT OF
CHILD AND FAMILY DEVELOPMENT

Programs in Cluster

Area Specific Outcome Number Percent
Parent-child Parent-child relationships 12 71
relationships Knowledge of child 6 35
development
Child development Social-emotional development 7 41
Cognitive development 5 29
Language development 4 24
Physical development and 3 18
Health
Family development Family self-sufficiency 11 65
Family mental health 6 35
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children’s cognitive development significantly, while home-based programs improved children’s
language development and mixed-approach programs improved both language and social-
emotional development. Early Head Start impacts on parenting and the home environment were

concentrated in home-based and mixed-approach programs (with a few exceptions).

C. PERSPECTIVES FROM THEORY-OF-CHANGE DISCUSSIONS AMONG
RESEARCHERS AND PRACTITIONERS

A special feature of the Early Head Start Research and Evaluation project has been the
presence of local research teams to work with 16 of the 17 programs. As noted earlier,
researchers to varyiﬁg degrees in different locations engaged their program partners in
discussions of expected outcomes and theories of change. In this section, we highlight the
theory-of-change work within the Early Head Start programs and between the program and

research staffs in the local partnerships.

1. The Value of Research-Program Partnership in Developing Theories of Change

The experience of the research-program partnership at the Bear River Early Head Start
program.in Logan, Utah, illustrates how this process can occur and what the benefits may be for
both the programs and the researchers and, ultimately, for the children and families. Lori
Roggman, the local researcher at Utah State University, who has worked with the Bear River
staff from the beginning of Early Head Start, noted that even though program staff members
often do not articulate a “theory of change,” they develop strategies for working with families
based on a general philﬁsophy or “theory” about how to make changes in the lives of families
and children. Dr. Roggman has served as the continuous program improvement partnér with the
Bear River staff. This program, serving rural and semirural areas in and around Logan, Utah,
emphasized home visits as a critical element in their theory of change. The process and the

outcomes of the theory-of-change discussions in Utah reveal the importance of an active,



interactive process. Although there may be many ways in which theory-of-change discussions
between researchers and program staff might unfold, this provides an example of how the

process developed in one site.

2. Voices of the Staff: Home Visitors Describe Their “Theories of Change”

Frontline staff members in Early Head Start programs are dedicated to their jobs and to their
families (see discussion of Early Head Start staffing in Chapter V). Sometimes, even when staff
members are not explicitly discussing a “theory of change,” as they did in Utah, they often reveal
an implicit theory of change when they talk about their families and the successes their families
have achieved. An example appears in the next box, taken from the words of a home visitor with

the Community Action Agency Early Head Start program in Jackson, Michigan.

3. Local Variations in the Development of Program Theories of Change’

Susan Pickrel, a local researcher with the Sumter, South Carolina, Early Head Start program,
led a cross-site effort to learn about the ways in which program staff think about and articulate
their theories of change. Local researchers in niné of the research sites held discussions with
their program partners in 1999-2000, following a standard set of questions. Questions asked
about program succésses and outcome areas in which the program was less than successful.
They audiotaped the discussions and transcribed the tapes, and Pickrel’s South Carolina team
coded the discussions. The coding identified the key concepts that program staff used in
describing barriers to and facilitators of success in working with their families. Through this

process, researchers gained greater understanding of the programs’ theories as to how changes in

This section was contributed by Susan G. Pickrel, a local researcher working with the
Sumter, South Carolina, Early Head Start program, who is currently with the Mercy Medical
Center in Roseburg, Oregon.
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Creating a Theory of Change at Bear River Early Head Start, Logan, Utah

Lori A. Roggman
Utah State University

The first time L, as the local researcher, talked about a “theory of change” with the staff at Bear River Early
Head Start, I asked two questions: “How will families who are in your program end up different from those who
are not in your program?” and “How exactly will this program make that happen?” In response to the first, staff
had a long list of outcomes they believed would be changed by their program. They believed the families in the
program would be happier parents with happier babies. They believed parents would be more knowledgeable and
less stressed and feel better about themselves as parents. They believed the babies would be healthier, happier,
more secure, and smarter. The second question was more difficult. After a long pause, someone said, with
conviction, “Because we believe in this program and we believe in these families.”

Through weeks of training, staff who were about to begin making home visits to families learned about child
development, the Head Start Program Performance Standards, infant and family health, social services, and how to
do all the necessary documentation. They had learned how to use the lesson plan forms and how to fill out forms
for mileage reimbursement. They understood the research design and believed that the children and families in
Early Head Start would end up better off in many ways. But they lacked a clear idea of the actual mechanisms of
change. They knew they were supposed to make home visits to parents, and they knew how parents and infants
were supposed to be affected by the program, but they did not seem to have a clear idea of how exactly one
connected to the other. The authors of the program’s grant proposal had a clear vision of the program, but those
who would have the responsibility for working directly with families weren’t seeing it as clearly.

Since then, the Early Head Start staff members have worked together to write (and regularly review and
revise) a “theory of change.” By clearly specifying “how families will end up different” and “how exactly this
program will make that happen,” staff described a “vision” that then guided their decision making. For example,
for their primary goal, “to increase positive parent-infant play interactions, nurturant and responsive parenting, and
parents’ knowledge about child development,” staff identified a specific strategy: that three-fourths of home visit
time will be spent in “direct play interactions to enhance the parent-child relationship.” The vision that guides
program activities also guided the researchers to focus their evaluation on staff-parent relationships.

Bear River Early Head Start staff members have described home visits and the role of home visitors with
increasing clarity over the years. From Year 1 to Year 2, descriptions of home visits shifted toward a more-active
intervention process that emphasized direct interactions between parents and infants (instead of interactions that
were primarily discussions with parents). From Year 2 to Year 3, the descriptions shifted toward a greater
emphasis on father involvement and family independence that involved helping both mothers and fathers plan
their own activities with infants, both during home visits and between home visits.

By writing a description of the connections between staff activities and what happens to families, the
program was able to get off to a good start serving families with infants and toddlers. Beyond their self-
confidence, staff members had specific ideas about what strategies to use. By regularly reviewing and revising
this written “vision,” the program is able to continue improving and fine-tuning its efforts.

do
-}

74




A Home Visitor’s View of Her Family’s Successes

Christina Katka
Community Action Agency Early Head Start
Jackson, Michigan

Carol (not her real name) called to request early intervention services for her 27-month-old son, “Jack,” who
had been born prematurely, at just under 5 pounds. The toddler was receiving speech therapy from the local
children’s hospital and participating in Part C services. Jack lives with Carol, his father, Peter, and a 14-year-old
brother. This family’s situation is unusual—entering Early Head Start with less than a year of services possible—
but enrollment was considered important, given the needs of the child and the family.! Carol is herself disabled,
from burns suffered as a child; Peter works full-time at a local university and part-time as a sheriff.

Jack appeared small, shy, and guarded during our first meeting. He was easily frustrated, experiencing
difficulty in expressing his wants and needs. As he became more familiar with me, his energy level increased. He
actively engaged me in his play. And Jack often gave me a sense of “invitation” to “join” him in his world, a special
place for a sensitive, loving child.

During our home visits, both parents talked openly about their concerns and worries about Jack’s development.
I realized I needed to begin with an alliance that offered Carol a strong and consistent relationship. I attempted to
nurture and respect the family and be sensitive to their needs, providing a weekly presence in their home. I also felt
they needed information, so I provided some on child development and age-appropriate toys, and offered help with
guided activities that would enhance Jack’s large and small muscles. I introduced information about self-help skills,
as well as cognitive development and the opportunity to use weekly play that would facilitate positive parent-child
interactions. I was encouraged that the family also joined in on biweekly socialization groups, where Jack began to
interact with other children—first in individual play, then in parallel play, and finally in cooperative play.

I eventually began to see the results of these interactions. Carol’s confidence improved, and Jack’s language
and communication developed. As Carol found the courage to face her fears, Jack found his own courage,
supported by his ever-present drive toward independence. His play became more organized as he used appropriate
exploration. Jack is affectionate, expressive, and interactive, while demonstrating a strong capacity for attachment
and trust. Carol, in addition to taking great pleasure in her son’s growth, is caring and compassionate, and provides
a safe, nurturing environment for Jack’s continuing development. Peter provides a strong male influence, providing
an active role model in Jack’s life. As Jack enters the Head Start preschool program in the fall, he is being placed in
the half-day inclusion classroom, where his new caregivers expect the progress we’ve seen in Early Head Start to
continue.

'For participation in the research, programs enrolled families when children were 12 months of age or younger.

families come about. These elements related to (1) the characteristics of the mothers; (2) the
features of the program; and (3) the program process characteristics (operational features, staff
behavior, and staff-family interactions) that might relate to the outcomes expected within the
particular theory of change.

Six of the nine programs identified characteristics of the mothers as key to Early Head Start

program outcomes, and three considered the program or program process characteristics as key.
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In other words, one-third were oriented toward taking responsibility for the success of Early
Head Start, independent of the participant characteristics. In the first set of programs,
responsibility for change was articulated to be such characteristics of the mother as (1) desire or
willingness to participate in the Early Head Start program, (2) focus on being a good parent, (3)
ability to see positive developmental changes quickly in her child, (4) readiness to receive
program information, (5) desire to make her and her child’s life better, and (6) enjoyment in
being with her baby.

When staff members mentioned program characteristics as the factors producing the change,
they tended to focus on generic features. Those programs features mentioned in more than one
site included (1) case management (six sites), (2) home visits (four sites), (3) center-based child
development services (three sites), (4) other child development services (two sites), and (5) on-
site medical/pediatric and dental assessments and information (two sites). Although, for coding
purposes, program characteristics were defined as static characteristics of a program (in contrast
to the process characteristics, which reflect activities that occur between two ‘persons or
organizations), there was some overlap between the static and process characteristics. For
example, case management, home visits, and child development services mentioned by multiple
sites all involve interchr;mges between Early Head Start staff and program participants.
Characteristics were coded as process, however, only if the discussions directly described
personal process features rather than labels for program elements. The process elements listed
next make this distinction clearer.

The programs that identified program process characteristics indicated a “theory of change”
based on what program staff did to meet participant needs rather than on parent characteristics.
The program or procéss characteristics included such factors as (1) staff skills in mental health

interventions, (2) accepting and managing difficult behaviors in participants, (3) adapting to
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parent and family circumstances, and (4) persistence in trying to establish a relationship with the
family in spite of obstacles.

Whether or not the dominant factors in the programs’ implicit theories of change were
characteristics of participants or of the program/program process, staff members at all nine
program sites mentioned process elements in their discussions. Those mentioned by staff at

three or more sites were:*

Building a relafionship of trust with the mother (mentioned in all but one of the sites)
 Providing support for mother or family (all but one site)

» Educating (six sites)

» Focusing on strengths (five sites)

* Modeling (four sites)

+ Teaching and problem solving (four sites)

» Working as a team (for Early Head Start staff) (three sites)

These discussions indirectly yielded a qualitative sense as to how well developed the staffs’
theories of change were. The emerging “theories” could be assessed in terms of the coherence of
the stories that Early Head Start staff generated and the manner in which staff used terms to
describe program success and nonsuccess. Coherence was judged by how clearly staff
articulated what their program activities were, why they conducted these activities, and how they
defined program success (the families’ responses to the Early Head Start intervention). Just as
the researchers evaluated staff discussion of barriers and facilitators in terms of characteristics of

the mother, the program, or the program process, the terms program staff used to describe

*Twenty-four other process features were mentioned by just one or two programs each.

77 100



program successes could be categorized along the same dimensions. A program’s theory of
change was considered to be less well developed if the program described success only in terms
of characteristics of the mothers. Theories of change were considered better developed when
success was described in terms of both program and process characteristics.

Two of the nine programs were considered to have well-developed theories of change, two
had moderately well-developed theories, and four were judged to have underdeveloped theories.
In the two programs that had the best-developed theories of change, staff members went into
greater detail in describing the change process. One program detailed the relationship between
Early Head Start staff and the mothers, and then described how that resulted in specific child
development outcomes. The other program articulated a step-by-step process by which each
family achieved its success. When theories of change were judged to be less well-developed,
they failed to link important process factors (such as the staff-mother relationship) to the
program’s expected outcomes (such as child development) or failed to articulate the outcomes

clearly, or staff were inconsistent in describing the outcomes and process elements.

D. SUMMARY

Programs that wish to understand and communicate their goals and their strategies for
achieving them increasingly use theories of change. At the same time, researchers who desire to
understand better the programs they are evaluating adopt a theory-of-change approach so they
can target their analyses on the outcomes that are most important to the programs, and then be
better positioned to explain the results. In the Early Head Start evaluation, we have assessed
programs’ theories of change using a variety of methods across various points in the programs’
implementation. The Early Head Start research programs have been working toward outcomes
primarily in the areas of parent-child relationships, child development, and family development.

Within child development, the greatest priorities lie in the areas of social-emotional and
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cognitive development, yet considerable variation exists across programs. Programs that are
center based tended to emphasize child development outcomes while those that are home based
were more likely to emphasize parent-child relationships and parenting outcomes. Mixed-
approach programs tended to emphasize parent-child relationship outcomes. This chapter has
illustrated the variety of perspectives that contribute to understanding programs’ theories of
change, based on discussions among research and program partners at various sites participating

in the national evaluation.
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IV. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION: OVERALL LEVELS AND PATTERNS

This chapter and the three that follow report the levels and patterns of program
implementation in 1999, as well as the progress in implementation that programs made over
time. For these analyses, we defined the degree of implementation as the extent to which
programs offered services that met the requirements of the Early Head Start grant announcement
(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 1995) and selected key elements of the revised
Head Start Program Performance Standards (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
1996). We defined “full implementation” as substantially implementing, or exceeding
expectations for implementing, these key program elements.

We begin this chapter by describing our methods for measuring program implementation
and then summarize the progress programs made in their overall levels of implementation
between fall 1997 and fall 1999. In addition, we describe patterns in the timing by which
programs reached full implementation of particular program elements. Succeeding chapters
address implementation progress in broad program areas—child development and health services
(Chapter V), family and community partnerships (Chapter VI), and staff development and

program management systems. (Chapter VII).

A. MEASURING PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

To assess the extent of program implementation, we developed implementation rating
scales, checklists for organizing the information needed to assign ratings to programs, and a
rating process. We designed this rating system to help us reduce a large amount of information
on program implementation into summary variables for testing hypotheses about how

implementation relates to outcomes and to systematically analyze the research programs’
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progress toward full implementation over time. This section describes our data sources, the

rating scales we developed, and the rating process we followed for assessing implementation.

1. Data Sources

For these analyses, we relied primarily on information collected during site visits conducted
in fall 1997 and fall 1999 and self-administered surveys completed by program staff at the time
of the site visits. To facilitate the systematic assignment of implementation ratings for each
program, site visitors assembled the site visit .alnd staff survey information in checklists organized
according to key program elements of the performance standards (Appendix A). In addition, site
visitors wrote detailed program profiles based on information obtained during the site visits.
Program directors and their local research partners reviewed the profiles and checklists for their
programs, provided corrections of erroneous information, and in some cases provided additional

clarifying information.

2. Implementation Rating Scales

To develop implementation rating scales, we identified specific criteria for determining the
degree to which programs implemented Early Head Start’s three major program areas as defined
in the performance standards: (1) early childhood development and health services, (2) family
and community partnerships, and (3) program design and management. To refine our
assessment, we created distinct criteria for both family and community partnerships. Likewise,
within program design and management we created separate criteria for staff development and
program management systems.

The criteria encompass key program requirements contained in the Early Head Start grant
announcement and the performance standards. Because the purpose of the ratings was to

identify and track over time the implementation of key program requirements and nof to monitor
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compliance, we focused on key requirements needed to help us identify pathways to full
implementation and to summarize and quantify a large amount of qualitative information on
program implerhentation. We reviewed our initial criteria with representatives of the Head Start
Bureau and the Early Head Start technical assistance network to ensure that the criteria included
the most important subset of program requirements. We also solicited comments from members
of the Early Head Start Research Consortium. Table IV.]1 summarizes the 25 program elements
we assessed in 1999, organized according to program area. The rating scales were slightly
different in 1997, but were revised based on the initial site visit experience. In 1997, we rated 24
program elements. The only differences were that in 1997 (1) follow-up services for children
with disabilities were rated as a part of developmental assessments (under child development and
health), (2) “father initiatives” was a separate rating element within family development
(whereas in 1999 it was included in parent involvement), and (3) in the area of management
systems, communication systems was not rated.

Prior to our fall 1997 site visits, we created a rating scale for each of the 24 program
elements. In 1999, we made some minor revisions to these scales to reflect clarifications in
program guidance from the Head Start Bureau and our evolving understanding of the
performance standards, which took effect after our fall 1997 site visits. The 1999 rating scales
" are shown in Appendix B.' Each rating scale contains five levels of implementation, ranging
from minimal implementation (level 1) to enhanced implementation (level 5) (Table IV.2). We
considered programs rated at level 1 through 3 to have reached partial implementation and
programs rated at levels 4 and 5 to have reached full implementation of the particular program

element rated.

! The 1997 rating scales appear in Leading the Way, Volume III, Appendix B (ACYF 2000).
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TABLE IV.1

PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDED IN THE EARLY HEAD START
* IMPLEMENTATION RATING SCALES—FALL 1999

Program Component Program Element

Child Development and Health Frequency of child development services
Developmental assessments
Follow-up services for children with disabilities
Health services
Child care
Parent involvement in child development services
Individualization of services
Group socializations (for home-based and mixed-

approach programs)

Family Development Individualized family partnership agreements
Availability of services
Frequency of regular family development services
Parent involvement

Community Building Collaborative relationships
Advisory committees
Transition plans

Staff Development Supervision
Training
Turnover
Compensation
Morale

Management Systems Policy council
Communication systems
Goals, objectives, and plans
Self-assessment
Community needs assessment
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TABLE IV.2

EARLY HEAD START IMPLEMENTATION RATING SCALE LEVELS

Level Definition
. . 7t . PpartialImplementation:
booaml o maeds T e LT Al L T e R T L e B “ nsid
1 Minimal implementation Program shows little or no evidence of effort to
implement the relevant program element.
2 Low-level implementation ~ Program has made some effort to implement the
relevant program element. '
3 Moderate implementation Program has implemented some aspects of the
relevant program element.
i Full*Im&plemen@tatlona e @ .
4 Full implementation Program has substantially implemented the relevant
program element.
5 Enhanced implementation Program has exceeded expectations for implementing

the relevant program element.

*We use the term “full implementation” throughout this report as a research term to reflect our
judgment that a program had achieved a rating of 4 or 5. We recognize that programs not “fully”
implemented were nevertheless often implementing many features of the performance standards.
In addition, even when rated as “fully” implemented, programs may have been striving to do
more and be involved in continuous improvement activities.

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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3. Rating Process

Following each round of site visits, we used a consensus-based process to assign
implementation ratings to each Early Head Start research program. We assembled a rating panel
that included four national evaluation team members, a representative of the Early Head Start
technical assistance network, and another outside expert. For each program, three people—the
site visitor and two panel members—assigned ratings independently, based on information
contained in the checklists and the program profile compiled by the site visitor. Ratings were
assigned for each of the 24 (or 25 in 1999) program elements, the five program areas (as shown
in Table IV.1), and for overall implementation. In completing the ratings of overall
implementation, we established the following guidelines for creating the overall ratings based on

the ratings of the individual program components:

o Low-level Implementation: Programs that reached only a low level of
implementation had achieved moderate implementation in only one or two program
areas. Other programs areas were poorly or minimally implemented.

o Moderate Implementation: To achieve this rating overall, programs were (1) fully
implemented in a few program areas and moderately implemented in the other areas,
(2) moderately implemented in all areas, (3) moderately implemented in most areas
with low-level implementation in one area, or (4) fully implemented in every area
except child development and health services.

e Full Implementation: To be rated as fully implemented overall, programs had to be
rated as fully implemented in most of the five component areas. Reflecting the Head
Start Bureau’s focus on child development, panel members gave special consideration
to the rating of child development and health services, and weighted it more heavily
in arriving at their consensus rating of overall implementation.

o Enhanced Implementation: A program demonstrating enhanced implementation
was fully implemented in all areas and exceeded the standards in some of the
component areas.

After these independent ratings were completed for all programs, the panel met to review the
three sets of independent ratings, discuss differences in ratings across panel members, and assign

consensus ratings for each program. We checked the validity of the our 1997 ratings by
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comparing them to independent ratings. After the Head Start Bureau completed its monitoring
visits to all 17 r§search programs in spring 1998, we asked a member of the monitoring team to
use information collected during the monitoring visits to rate programs using the rating scales we
developed. We did not provide the monitoring team member with our rating results or the
information we collected during site visits. The independent ratings assigned by the bureau’s
monitoring team member were very similar to those assigned by our rating panel, yielding an

indication that our ratings provide a valid assessment of program implementation.

B. PROGRESS IN OVERALL IMPLEMENTATION BETWEEN FALL 1997 AND
FALL 1999

By fall 1999, all but one of the research programs had been serving families for three years,
and the Head Start Bureau had monitored each one for compliance with the performance
standards, which went into effect in January 1998. Most programs had also received technical
assistance following monitoring. Consequently, ACYF expected that by fall 1999, programs
would be substantially in compliance with the performance standards, or very near compliance in
most areas.

Indeed, across all program areas, the research programs made great strides in implementing
Early Head Start between fall 1997 and fall 1999, with the number of programs rated as “fully
implemented” overall doubling from 6 to 12 over the two years (Figure IV.1).2 Of the 12
programs that achieved full implementation, two were rated as having an enhanced level of
implementation overall by fall 1999 (up from one in 1997). All five programs that had not

reached full implementation by fall 1999 had reached moderate implementation. In most cases,

’Implementation ratings from 1997 site visits were first described in Leading the Way:
Characteristics and Early Experiences of Selected Early Head Start Programs, Volume III,
Program Implementation (ACYF 2000a). 1999 ratings are described in detail in Chapters V
through VII of the current report.
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they achieved moderate levels in child development and health services and moderate or higher
level in at least one other area. In 1997, in contrast, eight programs were rated as moderately

implemented, and three (with low ratings in multiple areas) were rated as poorly implemented.

C. PATTERNS IN THE TIMING BY WHICH PROGRAMS REACHED OVERALL
IMPLEMENTATION ‘

The Early Head Start research prog‘rams. made substantial progress in implementing key
areas of the performance standards between 1997 and 1999. Altogether, nearly three-quarters of
the research programs were rated -as fully implemented within four years of being funded. Some
accomplished this level of successful implementation relatively quickly, while others took
longer. Three patterns characterize thé implementation progress of the 17 research programs:
those that were “early implementers,” “later implementers,” and “incomplete implementers.”

The early implementers are those programs that were rated as fully implemented in fall
1997 and remained so in fall 1999. About one-third (six programs) were in this category.
Although these programs became fully implemented early in the evaluation period, they
continued to develop over the two years. For example, between 1997 and 1999 three of them
expanded the number of children and families they served. These early implementers
demonstrated how services for infants and toddlers can be expanded within their communities.

The later implementers are fﬁe programs:‘ that had not achieved an overall rating of “fully
implemented” in fall 1997 but reached that level by fall 1999. Six programs (another third) were
in this group. In many cases, these were programs that were well implemented in most areas by
1997 except child development and health, but improved their implementation of child
development and health services and reached full implementation overall by 1999.

Finally, five programs, which we refer to as the incomplete implementers, were not fully

implemented in fall 1997 and had not reached full implementation by fall 1999. Iﬁ some cases,
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the incomplete implementers did not meet the requirements for a rating of “fully implemented”
in child development and health services or in other areas but did provide strong family
development services. In every case, however, these programs had made strides in some areas,
even though they still faced important challenges.

A number of factors may explain why programs achieved different levels of overall
implementation at different rates. For one, experience serving infants and toddlers may have
helped some programs reach full implementation of Early Head Start more quickly. Among the
11 programs that had served infants and toddlers before, 5 were early, 4 were later, and 2 were
incomplete implementers. In contrast, of the six programs that were new or were Head Start
programs serving infants and toddlers for the first time, only 1 was an early implementer, while 2
were later and 3 were incomplete.

Low staff turnover during the first year—including turnover in leadership positions—also
appears to have been instrumental in helping programs reach full implementation more quickly.
Of the six programs with a staff turnover rate of 20 percent or higher during the year prior to fall
1997, only one was an early implementer, two were later, and three were incomplete. On the
other hand, among the 11 programs with staff turnover under 20 percent during the year prior to
fall 1997, five were early implementers, four were later, and two were incomplete implementers.
Later staff turnover does not appear to have been as important an influence on programs’
progress in becoming fully implemented.

Although the timing of reaching full implementation might be expected to vary
systematically a;:cording to program approach, that does not appear to be the case. Whether or
not programs became fully implemented within four years of funding, and whether they did so
earlier or later, does not appear to be related to their basic approach to serving families or

whether they changed their approach between fall 1997 and fall 1999. Each group of programs



defined by implementation pattern includes home-based, cehter-based, and mixed-approach
programs as well as at least one program that had changed its approach.

Some aspects of Early Head Start were easier to implement than others. Most programs
were able to implement a large number of program elements well by fall 1997 and continued

implementing them well in fall 1999. These “early strengths” include:’

o Individualization of Child Development Services. From the beginning, most
research programs were able to implement a strategy for individualizing child
development services according to the needs of children. A strength of the programs
was providing child development services to almost all children and families in their
native languages. Many programs also individualized services according to
children’s developmental assessments.

o Developmental Assessments. Most research programs selected instruments for
assessing children’s development and were successful in conducting assessments
with most enrolled children by fall 1997.

e Parent Involvement in Child Development Services. Most research programs were
fully involving parents in planning for child development services by fall 1997.
They did so by involving parents in their children’s developmental assessments,
reviewing the results with them, and using them to plan services. In center-based
programs, some parents also participated in parent committees that planned center
activities.

o Frequency of Parent-Child Group Socializations Offered. From the beginning,
most home-based programs offered the required group socializations each month.
However, although the programs offered these group socializations, attendance was
often low.

e Efforts to Include Fathers. Most programs made special efforts to involve fathers
and father figures in program activities. However, levels of participation in special
activities for fathers were often low. The involvement of fathers in Early Head Start
programs is explored in depth in Father Involvement in Early Head Start Programs:
Summary Report (Raikes et al. 2002).

e Collaborative Relationships. Most of the Early Head Start research programs
established many relationships, some based on formal written agreements, with other
service providers early in their development. These programs communicated

*These program elements are defined and described in the implementation rating scales
contained in Appendix B. '
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regularly with other service providers to coordinate services for families and
participated in at least one coordinating group of community service providers.

o Staff Supervision. Two-thirds of the research programs had fully implemented staff
supervision requirements by fall 1997, and more than half were providing an
enhanced level of staff supervision by fall 1997. Supervisors in these programs were
conducting both group and individual supervision sessions and, partly from
observation of service delivery, providing feedback on performance.

e Staff Training. By fall 1997, two-thirds of the research programs were providing
staff training according to a plan based on assessment of staff training needs, and all
staff had received training in multiple areas. Most programs also encouraged staff
members to take advantage of national, state, and local training opportunities that
would equip them to provide high-quality services. '

e Community Needs Assessment. Nearly all the research programs had fully
implemented the requirements for conducting community needs assessments by 1997
and continued to update them as required.

Many aspects of Early Head Start were more challenging to implement. Nevertheless, most

programs had implemented them well by fall 1999. These “later strengths” include:

o Health Services. Between 1997 and 1999, the number of research programs that had
fully implemented health services for children nearly doubled, and most programs
had fully implemented these services by fall 1999. All programs helped families
find medical homes for their children. By 1999, most programs were also tracking
receipt of health services to help ensure that children received all recommended
well-child examinations, immunizations, and needed treatments.

e Frequency of Child Development Services. Programs improved considerably over
time in completing the required schedule of home visits. By fall 1999, most research
programs with home-based services were completing an average of at least three
home visits a month with enrolled families, and all center-based programs offered
full-day, full-year child development services and child care.

o Individualized Family Partnership Agreements. By the second rating period, most
programs were creating individualized family partnership agreements with all or
most of their families and updating them as needed.

e Availability of Family Development Services. Over time, the number of research
programs that fully implemented requirements to make a wide range of services
available to families, either directly or by referral, and to follow up systematically to
ensure that families receive needed services, nearly doubled.

e Frequency of Family Development Services. By fall 1999, most programs were
meeting regularly with all or most families to provide case management services.
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Many programs also provided some family development services on site and made
referrals to other community service providers.

e Advisory Committees. In 1997, some programs were still putting together
community advisory committees in health and other areas, or the committees had
formed but were not active. By 1999, most programs had established committees
that met regularly and provided advice on infant and toddler issues.

e Transition Planning. Early on, most research programs did not focus on planning
for children’s transitions to preschool when they left Early Head Start. By 1999,
however, children were beginning to transition out of the program, and most
programs had procedures in place for planning with families for children’s
transitions.

o Staff Compensation. By 1999, more than half the Early Head Start research
programs reported that staff salaries and benefits were above the average for similar
community programs. Several programs were still in the process of increasing salary
scales and revising them to reward staff who obtained associate’s degrees.

e Staff Morale. Staff in the research programs generally reported a very positive view
of their workplace. Based on site visits and staff reports, morale appeared to be very
high in half the programs.

e Policy Council. Initially, only half the research programs had fully implemented
Policy Council requirements, but by 1999, nearly all had established Policy Councils
that included parents and community members and met regularly to make key
decisions about the program.

e Goals, Objectives, and Plans. Initially, many programs had not formally set goals
and objectives, nor had they developed written implementation plans. By 1999,
however, most programs had set or updated their goals and objectives and developed
written implementation plans.

o Self-Assessment. In 1997, one-third of the research programs had conducted an
annual assessment of their progress toward their goals and of their compliance with
the Head Start Program Performance Standards. By 1999, the proportion of programs
that had conducted a self-assessment in consultation with Policy Council members,
parents, staff, and other community members doubled.
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A third group of program elements appears to represeﬁt “ongoing challenges” for Early
Head Start programs. Three elements were particularly challenging to implement, and the

majority of programs had not fully implemented them by fall 1999.* These are:

o Child Care. Many Early Head Start parents were employed and needed child care
services. Programs that offered center-based services were able to meet the child
care needs of families more easily than were home-based programs. Home-based
programs made considerable progress in developing child care options that meet the
performance standards, and some even added their own center-based services.
Despite progress from 1997 to 1999, however, few home-based or mixed-approach
programs could ensure that the child care attended by “all or nearly all” Early Head
Start children was of high quality. Helping parents arrange high-quality child care
and working with child care providers to meet the quality standards in the Head Start
Program Performance Standards remains a challenge.

e Parent Involvement’: Although all programs offered opportunities for parents to
participate in program governance, many offered opportunities for parents to
volunteer, and many worked hard to involve fathers, only a few were able to involve
most parents in some capacity. In part because of welfare reform, many parents
were working and finding it difficult to make time for volunteering and participating
in other program activities.

e Staff Retention: Like child care programs in general, many of the Early Head Start
research programs struggled to retain frontline staff, and in both 1997 and 1999,
experienced staff turnover rates of 20 percent or more. Although most programs did
not achieve low turnover rates by 1999, the number of programs that experienced
very high turnover rates did decline.

The following chapters explore the levels and pattems of program implementation in more

depth and describe the factors that influenced program implementation.

“Although health services were among the program elements that programs implemented
well by fall 1999, one aspect of these services, namely mental health services, presented an
ongoing challenge. Shortages of mental health services in the community made it very difficult
for programs to link all families to mental health services they needed.

5This excludes involvement in child development services but includes volunteering, serving
on Policy Councils, and participating in parent committees.
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V. PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTING KEY CHILD DEVELOPMENT
AND HEALTH SERVICES

Early Heaq Start and Head Start programs are designed to promote healthy development
during children’s early years. In the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards, the
Head Start Bureau lays out specific Head Start and Early Head Start program requirements for
achieving this overall goal.' In the domain of child health and development, the standards

specify the following types of services, designed to ensure that the services are of high quality:

o Child health services, including assessments of health status; developmental, sensory,
and behavioral screenings that involve parents and enable staff and parents to
individualize services for the child; and plans for followup and treatment of health
conditions

o Education and early childhood development services, including developmentally
and linguistically appropriate services that include children with disabilities, involve
parents, and support children’s development in a range of domains

o Child nutrition services, including assessments of nutritional needs, meals and snacks
in center-based settings and/or during group socialization activities, and nutrition
education

o Child mental health services, including assessments of children’s behaviors,
consultations with mental health professionals to address mental health concerns, and
education of parents and staff on mental health 1ssues

In developing implementation rating scales, we focused on selected elements of the
standards. We rated each program’s level of implementation of the following key aspects of the

performance standards and program guidelines pertaining to child health and development:

e Developmental assessments

e Individualization of child development services

'Throughout this chapter we quote appropriate sections of the standards. For the complete
performance standards, go to http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/hsb/performance/index.htm.
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e Parent involvement in child development services
¢ Group socializations

e Child care

e Health services

¢ Follow-up services for children with disabilities

e Frequency of child development services

To be rated as “fully implemented” overall in child development and health services,
programs had to be rated as fully implementing services (that is, substantially implementing the
relevant prografn element) in most of these dimensions. In this chapter, we review the progress
the Early Head Start research programs made in implementing child development and health
services in relation to the requirements of the performance standards.

The number of programs rated as fully implementing Early Head Start child development
and health increased slightly between fall 1997 and fall 1999. By fall 1999, 9 of the 17 research
programs were fully implementing services in this area (Figure V.1), compared with 8 in 19972
The following sections tell the story behind this progress as we describe activities in each of the

eight aspects that the implementation study examined.

2 Although nearly all the programs improved their implementation of child development and
health services between 1997 and 1999, clarifications in program guidance from the Head Start
Bureau led us to revise the rating scales in this area, so that, in effect, the “bar” for full
implementation was raised between 1997 and 1999. Most notably, the 1999 rating scales require
a higher number of completed home visits per month for a rating of “fully implemented” on that
dimension and require that most families participate in group socializations regularly to attain a
“fully implemented” rating on that dimension. See Appendix Table A.l for a detailed
description of the changes in the rating scales between 1997 and 1999.
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A. DEVELOPMENTAL ASSESSMENTS

The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards require programs to conduct

periodic assessments of children’s motor, language, social, cognitive, perceptual, and

emotional skills.

The most common tools the research programs used to assess children’s development were
the Ages and Stages Questionnaires (ASQ), the Denver II Developmental Screening Test (DDST
1), the Early Learning Accomplishment Profile, and the Hawaii Early Learning Profile (Figure
V.2). Between fall 1997 and fall 1999, more programs adopted the ASQ and DDST IL
Programs indicated that they used the ASQ because they are parent-friendly and facilitate parent
participation in the assessment process; some adopted the DDST II because they. believed it
facilitatéd working with early intervention service providers (the Part C agency) to identify
children with disabilities.

By fall 1999, most of the research programs (14 of the 17) had fully implemented
developmental assessments as required (up from 10 programs in fall 1997) (Figure V.3). In fact,
11 research programs had reached an enhanced level of implementation in this area: all staff
who worked with a child used that child’s developmental assessment results to plan services for
the child and the family. Three research programs were rated as achieving a moderate level of

implementation of developmental assessments, because they had given most children (but fewer

than 90 percent) a developmental assessment during the year preceding the site visit.

B. INDIVIDUALIZATION OF CHILD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards require programs to implement

child development services in a way that respects children’s individual rates of

development, temperament, gender, culture, language, ethnicity, and family composition.

All the research programs had fully implemented a strategy for individualizing child
development services by fall 1999 (up from 14 programs in fall 1997). Many programs (15) had

reached an enhanced level of implementation in this area by fall 1999. These programs provided
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FIGURE V.2

TOOLS USED BY EARLY HEAD START RESEARCH PROGRAMS
TO ASSESS CHILDREN'S DEVELOPMENT

Number of Programs

16
15
14 -
13
12

ASQ DDST I ELAP HELP Other

Developmental Assessment Tools

[(JFall 1997 EJFall 1999

ASQ = Ages and Stages Questionnaires.

DDST II = Denver II Developmental Screening Test.
ELAP = Early Leamning Accomplishment Profile.
HELP = Hawaii Early Learning Profile.

SOURCE: Information gathered during visits to the Early Head Start research programs in fall 1997 and fall 1999.
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child development services to almost all children and families in their own language, usually
Spanish or English. In some cases, programs provided services in three or more languages.

The research programs used a.variety of strategies for individualizing child development
services. In addition to serving almost all enrolled families and children in the language they
spoke at home, many programs used the results of developmental assessments to plan future
child development services and activities. Typically, home visitors and center teachers reviewed
the results with parents and worked with them to plan activities appropriate for the child’s stage
of development and to strengthen any areas the assessment identified as weak. Home visitors
often worked with parents to select education topics based on parents’ concerns or interest in
specific developmental areas (such as sleeping, nutrition, toilet training, or motor skills). Within
the framework of a center curriculum or classroom theme, center teachers usually planned
specific activities in response to the needs and interests of their group of children. Many even

planned individualized activities that addressed specific developmental areas for each child.

C. PARENT INVOLVEMENT IN CHILD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

According to the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards, programs should
involve parents in child development services by involving them in planning child
development activities, helping them improve their child observation skills, and
discussing children’s development with them.

The research programs involved parents in child development services in a variety of ways.
Some programs involved parents directly in conducting developmental assessments, and many
involved parents in reviewing the results and planning services. In families receiving
center-based services, parents participated in parent committees that planned center activities,
and some parents volunteered in center classrooms.

By fall 1999, 15 of the research programs (up from 9 in 1997) had fully implemented

strategies to involve parents in planning and providing child development services. All 15
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involved at least one parent in most families and some fathers in child development services.
Seven programé had reached an enhanced level of implementation in this area, which entailed
involving at least one parent from almost all families and many fathers in child development

services.

D. GROUP SOCIALIZATIONS

The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards rééuire programs to offer at
least two group socialization activities per month to families who receive home-based
child development services. We rated programs with a home-based option as Sfully
implemented if they offered these group socialization activities and most Samilies
attended them regularly.

In fall 1999, 3 of the 13 research programs that provided home-based child development
services to some or all families had fully implemented group socializations for those families.
Most programs offered group socializations at least twice a month, but in many programs
participation was low. The apparent drop in the number of programs fully implementing group
socializations (from 11 f)rograms in 1997 to 3 programs in 1999) reflects the addition between
1997 and 1999 of the requirement that most families participate regularly for a rating of “fully
implemented.”3

Programs found it very difficult to achieve high participation rates in group socialization
activities. Some of the challenges related to the logistics of scheduling and conducting group
socializations, and others related to lack of clear direction from the Head Start Bureau about how
group socialization activities should be carried out. Scheduling these activities when most

parents could attend was very difficult. Many parents had busy work schedules and lacked free

time. Other parents had irregular schedules that often conflicted with group socialization

3The addition of the requirement of regular participation by most families for a rating of
“fully implemented” was based on the researchers’ judgments, not a change in the requirements
in the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards.
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schedules. Transportation problems also made it difficult for some parents to attend group
socializations, so program staff had to find ways to provide transportation assistance. Some
programs found it challenging to find a good location for these activities, either because of
general program space limitations or because program families lived far from the program
offices.

In addition to logistical challenges, lack of clear direction from the Head Start Bureau and
some programs’ uncertainty about how to carry out the group socialization requirements
probably hampered some programs’ efforts to achieve high participation in these activities
during the initial years of program operations. Some programs were uncertain about how to staff
and organize the socializations, and over time tried several different approaches. For example,
one program tried convening monthly two-hour parent meetings that included parent-child
activities, referring parents to play groups in the community, offering play groups twice a month
at various times, holding annual parent-child events organized around a theme, and planning
small group activities for familieé in each home visitor’s caseload. In some programs, staff
and/or parents did not have a clear or common understanding of the purpose and intended
content of the group socializations. Sometimes staff did not think that group socializations were
appropriate for infants, because infants were thought to be too young to participate in meaningful
group activities.

In striving to achieve high participation levels in group socialization activities, one program
also had to address issues related to young parents’ experiences in group activities where they
did not feel comfortable or accepted. In addition, staff members in some programs were hesitant
to push families to participate in group socializations when families complained about the

substantial time requirements for participation in other program activities such as home visits.

AW’
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Throughout the evaluation period, programs were trying to meet these challenges and

increase participation in group socializations by:

e Changing the scheduled days and times of group socializations to make them more
accessible to families

e Increasing the number of group socialization opportunities at varying times and days
e Hiring a part-time staff member to plan and organize group activities

e Making group socialization activities more structured, for example, by focusing on a
particular age group or need area, such as pregnancy

E. CHILD CARE

Since the fall 1997 site visits, the Head Start Bureau has clarified its expectation that
programs are to ensure that all child care arrangements used by enrolled families meet
the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards, whether the care is provided
directly by the program or in another community setting. We rated programs as fully
implementing the child care requirements if they helped families who needed it arrange
child care, assessed and monitored the child care arrangements to ensure that they met
the standards, helped families prevent interruptions in child care subsidies, and/or
provided good-quality child care directly.

The proportion of children reported to be in child care arrangements increased slightly over
time (Figure V.4). In six programs, fewer than half of Early Head Start children were in child
care in fall 1999. In 11 programs, more than half of all children were in child care, and in 6 of
these programs (4 of which were center-based), many or all of the children were in child care.
This section of Chapter V focuses on program strategies to arrange for quality care, assess and

monitor arrangements, and ensure continuity. We devote Chapter VIII to describing child care

quality.
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FIGURE V 4

ESTIMATED PROPORTION OF FAMILIES
USING CHILD CARE

Number of Programs

Less than Half ~ More than Half "Many" All
CJFall 1997 EQFall 1999

Proportion of Families Using Child Care

SOURCE: Information gathered during visits to the Early Head Start research programs in fall 1997 and fall 1999.
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In fall 1999, six programs had reached full implementation of the child care requirements,
up from five in fall 1997.* Five of these programs provided child care directly in Early Head
Start centers to most families who needed it. Another program had established formal
agreements with community child care providers to provide care for Early Head Start children
and work toward meeting the performance standards. This program regularly assessed the
quality of care that community child care partners provided.

Seven programs had reached a moderate level of implementation of the child care
requirements. Some of thesé programs provided some child care directly to some (but not all)
families who needed it. In addition, some monitored the quality of some community child care
arrangements, but they did not have procedures in place to ensure that all or nearly all child care
used by Early Head Start families met the performance standards.

The research programs adopted a variety of strategies to work towards ensuring that the
child care arrangements in which Early Head Start children received care met the performance

standards (Figure V.5). These strategies included:

o Helping families identify and select high-quality child care arrangements

e Making referrals to specific child care arrangements that they had determined provide
high-quality child care

e Referring families to local resource and referral agencies

o Assessing the quality of care before making placements

‘Between 1997 and 1999, the child care implementation rating scale changed in several
ways. First, we added consideration of the quality of care provided by Early Head Start centers,
with a rating of “full implementation” requiring the provision of good-quality care. For a rating
of “full implementation,” we added two requirements: (1) that if families use child care
subsidies, there must not be interruptions in child care services; and (2) that most children must
be in care that the program assesses and monitors to ensure that it meets the performance
standards.
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FIGURE V.5

STRATEGIES USED BY EARLY HEAD START RESEARCH PROGRAMS
TO MEET THE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR CHILD CARE

Number of Programs

17
16
15 -
14

—
— N W
| |
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Help Make Refer Assess Monitor Visit Train/  Develop Help

Find  Referrals to R&R Quality Quality Children Support ~ Formal — Obtain
Quality in Care Providers Partner-  gupsidies®

Care ships

Strategies to Ensure Child Care Quality
OJFall 1997 [EFall 1999

SOURCE: Information gathered during visits to the Early Head Start research programs in fall 1997 and fall 1999.

*We did not collect information on programs' efforts to help families obtain state child care subsidies in our 1997
site visits. Thus, we report the number of programs implementing this strategy in 1999 only.
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o Systematically monitoring at least some of the child care arrangements children were
in

e Visiting children in their care settings, where they could observe the care children
were receiving and develop relationships with the child care providers

e Offering training and/or support to child care providers caring for Early Head start
children.

e Developing formal partnerships with child care providers that care for Early Head
Start children

e Helping families apply for and obtain state child care subsidy funds

Over time, the number of strategies that programs implemented to work on meeting the
performance standards in community child care settings increased substantially. In 1997, the 17
research programs reported using a total of 29 strategies. By 1999, programs reported using a
total of 62 strategies, or an average of nearly 4 per program.

In the course of implementing strategies to work with community child care partners on
meeting the performance standards, programs faced a number of challenges. Programs had to
start with the care that was available in the community, which in some cases was not sufficient in
supply and generally not of golod quality.

Program staff also found that it takes time to work toward meeting the performance
standards in community child care settings, even under the best of circumstances. Community
providers may not be set up to meet the perfopmance standards quickly, even if they are eager to
do so. Moreover, it takes time to build the relationships with community child care providers
that serve as the foundation for solid partnerships through which compliance with the
performance standards can be addressed.

For most c:hild care providers, making the changes necessary to meet the performance
standards required additional resources. For example, resources are required for staff training

and for reducing child-staff ratios and group sizes. Many programs initially did not have the
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resources needed to pay for such changes. Some programs obtained additional funds from a
variety of sour;:es (such as expansion and quality improvement grants from ACYF and state
Early Head Start grants) to support child care quality, but obtaining these resources took time.

In the past several years, new state child care initiatives and increases in state child care
subsidy funds have made it easier for families to obtain financial assistance to pay for child care.
In fall 1999, 11 programs helped families apply for and obtain state subsidy funds, which also
helped to increase resources available to pay for good-quality care. Six helped families obtain
subsidies to pay for child care in community settings, three helped obtain subsidies for center-
based care provided directly by the program, and two helped obtain subsidies for extended-hours
care.' Four programs used child care subsidy funds to cover a portion of the cost of their Early
Head Start centers.

Despite the availability of subsidies, some families still had difficulty paying for child care.
In fall 1999, 10 research programs Were implementing strategies to prevent interruptions in child
care and help parents pay for good-quality child care. Four programs used subsidies to pay for
Early Head Start center care but covered the full cost of care with program funds when families
experienced interruptions in subsidies. Three programs set aside program funds to help families
make co-payments, pay the difference between the provider’s rate and the subsidy rate, and/or
pay for child care during gaps in subsidy coverage. Other strategies included funding
community child care slots as a last resort for families who could not obtain subsidies, providing
extended-hours slots for families who could not obtain subsidies, and using a state grant to pay
for community child care.

Another challenge the programs sometimes faced was ensuring good quality in the child
care settings that parents selected. Parents sometimes chose care without input from program

staff, either because they had to find care quickly when they found a job or because they
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preferred a familiar arrangement with an informal provider whom they knew and trusted. These
informal providers are not always interested in or even willing to work with program staff to -

assess or improve the quality of care they provide.

F. HEALTH SERVICES FOR CHILDREN

The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards charge programs with

ensuring that all children have a regular source of health care and access to the health,

dental, and mental health services they need. Programs must also track health services

to ensure that children receive all recommended well-child examinations,

immunizations, and needed treatments.

By fall 1999, the number of research programs that had fully implemented the health
services requirements nearly doubled, from 7 programs in fall 1997 to 13 in fall 1999. Six had
reached an enhanced level of implementation—they systematically tracked receipt of well-child
examinations, immunizations, and treatment, and children received health services without delay.
In fall 1999, four programs were rated as reaching only a moderate level of implementation of
child health services. One of the four did not provide adequate access to mental health services.
In three of the four, less than 90 percent of children were up-to-date on immunizations and
well-child examinations, which indicates that adequate tracking systems were not in place or that
program staff had not been able to work effectively with all parents to ensure that they obtained
the health services their children needed. In one of these programs, problems with the
management information system made it difficult to discern whether immunization rates were
low or record-keeping was incomplete.

The research programs took a variety of approaches to ensuring that children received
needed health services:

e All programs helped families find regular sources of medical care (“medical homes”)

for their children, and some helped families navigate their state’s Medicaid managed
care system.
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o Several programs provided mental health services through agency staff and
community partners to families who needed it. Some programs provided child mental
health services on site at their centers.

e Several programs had nurses on staff who provided some health services (especially
well-child examinations), tracked receipt of health services, and helped families
arrange for services.

e One program held special health screening days at its centers and recruited area
physicians, dentists, and other specialists to conduct the screenings.

 Programs often used the HSFIS and other software packages to track receipt of health
care services.

o Several programs provided transportation to medical appointments when families
needed it.

G. FREQUENCY OF CHILD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
The performance standards require programs to provide one home visit per week (48 to
52 visits per year) to families receiving home-based services. For center-based services,
the performance standards require programs to offer classes at least four days per week,
for between 3.5 and 6 hours per day. We rated programs as fully implemented on this
dimension if almost all children received child development services at least three times

per month (through three completed home or center visits or regular attendance at a
center) and parent education at least monthly.5

The number of programs that had reached full implementation of child development services
at this frequency increased slightly, from 8 in fall 1997 to 10 in fall 1999. Although they were
closer in fall 1999 than in fall 1997 to meeting the requirements for completing planned home
visits with home-based families, the research programs continued to struggle with meeting these

requirements throughout this period. In fall 1999, 8 out 13 programs providing home-based

>This rating was designed to help us assess whether most children and families were
receiving services of sufficient intensity to have an impact on child development. The frequency
of child development services required for a rating of “fully implemented” was raised from two
completed home visits per month in the 1997 rating scale to at least three completed home visits
per month in the 1999 rating scale to reflect the Head Start Bureau’s increased emphasis on
completing the number of visits required in the performance standards. For the evaluation’s
purposes, we set the requirement for being “fully implemented” lower than the four per month of
the performance standards based on input from consultants suggesting that three per month is
more realistic.
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services reported that home-based families received an average of 3 home visits per month,
whereas in fall 1997, the majority reported completing an average of 1 or 2 per month. Only one
program reported completing the required four per month in fall 1999, on average. Four
programs reported completing an average of two per month (Figure V.6).

The research programs worked hard to increase the frequency of completed home visits.
Their efforts included:

e Conducting home visits during evenings and on weekends to accommodate parents’

schedules (although some programs found that evening visits are difficult because

parents are tired and children want to be with their parents exclusively, and that
Saturdays are difficult because parents are often busy with chores and errands)

¢ Conducting some home visits with children (and sometimes parents) in their child
care settings

e Persistently and consistently scheduling home visits and inviting families to program
activities

e Requiring families to meet with home visitors, and terminating families who do not
start meeting with their home visitor within a certain period

¢ Reconfiguring service options so that families in the home-based option were
receiving the most appropriate services for their needs

e Building children’s enthusiasm for home visit activities and causing them to look
forward to visits (children can be powerful agents in engaging parents in home visits)

Along with the frequency of completed home visits, the amount of time typically spent on
child development during these visits also determines the intensity of child development services
delivered to families receiving home-based Early Head Start services. A focus on child
development means that home visitors spent time in activities with the child alone or with the
child and parent together, or on parenting education with the parent. Nearly all programs
reported that home visitors spent more than half the typical visit on child development (Figure
V.7). In the accompanying box, Carla Peterson, a research partner with the Marshalltown, Iowa,

program, gives an in-depth analysis of how home visitors spent their time during home visits.
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Looking Closer: Interactions During Home Visits
Carla Peterson
Towa State University

The Mid-lowa Community Action, Inc. (MICA) Early Head Start program uses home visits as its primary mode of service delivery.
All families work with two professional staff members: a family development specialist (FDS) and a child development specialist (CDS),
whose roles are largely described by their titles. MICA’s theory of change, as well as its programmatic resources, are focused on facilitating
child development through strengthening parents’ skills for their roles and supporting them in their parenting roles. The families being
served in central lowa are primarily Caucasian, with a few Hispanic families and even fewer of other ethnicities. Most live in small towns or
rural areas, and approximately half are single-parent families.

Data to describe the process and content of home visits were collected using the Home Visit Observation Form (HVOF). The HVOF
enables the observer to record information simultaneously on three major aspects of the home visit process: (1) interaction partners (parent
and child; interventionist and parent; joint interaction with the parent, child, and interventionist; interventionist with another adult; parent
with another adult), (2) content of interaction (child’s development, parenting issues, family relationship issues, community
resources/referral, parent education/employment), and (3) nature of the interventionist’s interaction (working directly with the child,
modeling for the parent, facilitating parent-child interaction, observing an interaction, asking for and/or providing information).

Within each category, data were collapsed across observed visits, and the percentages of overall time spent in each of the various
interaction and activity arrangements was calculated. When the CDSs interact with the child, it is generally within the context of joint
interactions with the parent and child. However, the parent spends little time interacting directly with the child. The CDSs spend about one-
third to half of their time interacting with adults. The interventionists spend time on content areas that are consistent with their roles.
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Both CDSs and FDSs spend most of their time supporting adult communications, largely in providing and asking for information.
The content of the communication varies with the person’s role, but both FDSs and CDSs spend large amounts of time involved in
discussions with parents.
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FIGURE V.6

FREQUENCY OF COMPLETED HOME VISITS INEARLY HEAD START
RESEARCH PROGRAMS FOR FAMILIES RECEIVING HOME-BASED SERVICES

Number of Programs

13
12

11

0
One Two Three Four Don't Know

[CFall 1997 EFall 1999

Average Number of Home Visits per Month for Families that Received
Home-Based Services

SOURCE: Information gathered during visits to the Early Head Start research programs in fall 1997 and
fall 1999.
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FIGURE V.7

PERCENTAGE OF TIME TYPICALLY SPENT ON CHILD DEVELOPMENT
IN HOME VISITS

Number of Programs

10

Under 50% 50-74% 75-100% Varies
OFall 1997 EAFall 1999

Percentage of Home Visit Time Typically Spent on Child
Development

SOURCE: Information gathered during visits to the Early Head Start research programs in fall 1997 and
fall 1999.
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. Besides home visits, programs provided parenting education in a variety of settings,
including group sessions for parents, group socialization activities, individual meetings or
counseling sessions, and daily contacts with parents at Early Head Start centers, as well as

through newsletters, resource libraries, and journal writing (Figure V.8).

H. SERVICES FOR CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES

The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards require programs to refer
families to Part C when they suspect a child has a disability. Staff must also work
closely with the Part C provider to coordinate services, and the performance standards
encourage them to develop joint service plans whenever appropriate. At least 10
percent of enrolled families must have a child with an identified disability. We rated
programs as fully implemented in this area if (1) they referred families to Part C
providers and followed up with families promptly, (2) they worked closely with Part C
staff to coordinate services, and (3) at least 10 percent of enrolled families had a child
with an identified disability (or the program made vigorous efforts to recruit children

with disabilities).®’

By fall 1999, 12 of the 17 research programs had fully implemented services for children

with disabilities (Figure V.3). Strategies for coordinating with Part C included:

¢ Developing joint service plans
¢ Arranging therapy services to be provided in Early Head Start classrooms

e Arranging for Early Head Start staff to serve as the service coordinator for Individual
Family Service Plans (IFSPs)

e Participating with parents and Part C providers in service coordination meetings

SThis rating was included together with the rating of developmental assessments in the 1997

rating scales. Therefore, there was no separate rating of this aspect of child development
services in 1997.

"Part C providers are agencies designated under Part C of the Individual with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) Amendments of 1997 (PL 105-17) to be responsible for ensuring that
services are provided to all children with disabilities between birth and age 2.
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FIGURE V.8

STRATEGIES BEYOND HOME VISITING USED BY EARLY HEAD START
RESEARCH PROGRAMS TO PROVIDE PARENTING EDUCATION

Number of Programs

1571 14

Paren Group Individual Dail Other
Group Socializations Meetings Contacts
Meeting

Parenting Education Strategies Beyond Home Visits

CJFall 1997 EIFall 1999

SOURCE: Information gathered during visits to the Early Head Start research programs in fall 1997 and
fall 1999.
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e Forming Special Quest teams with local Part C providers to work on enhancing
coordination between the two programs 8

I. SUMMARY

Between fall 1997 and fall 1999, the research programs made substantial progress in
implementing the key aspects of the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards that we
examined. Although implementing several aspects of child development services continued to
present challenges to many of the programs (especially achieving good attendance at group
socializations and ensuring good-quality child care for families receiving home-based services),
most programs achieved a rating of “full implementation” for other aspects of child development
services. The pathways that programs took as they progressed toward full implementation are

examined in Chapter X.

8Special Quest joined the Head Start training and technical assistance system this year as the
Hilton/Early Head Start Training Program. This program, a public/private partnership between
the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation and the Head Start Bureau, is administered by the California
Institute on Human Services at Sonoma State University. Its mission is to help professionals and
family members involved in Early Head Start and Migrant Head Start programs develop skills
and strategies for working with infants and toddlers who have significant disabilities.
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V1. PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTING FAMILY AND
COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS

Ongoing family and community partnerships are critical for supporting Early Head Start and
Head Start programs in their efforts to promote children’s healthy development. The Head Start
program is “family centered and is designed to foster the parent’s role as the principal influence
on the child’s development and as the child’s primary educator, nurturer, and "advocate”
(Department of Health and Human Services 1996, p. 57186). Similarly, the revised Head Start
Program Performance Standards emphasize that Early Head Start and Head Start programs are
intended to be “community-based, with different specific models of service delivery flowing out
of the differing needs of differing communities.” The performance standards envision programs
as “central community institutions for low-income families, building linkages and partnerships.
with other service providers and leaders in the community” (Department of Health and Human
Services 1996, p. 15187). Thus, central questions for the implementation study were: Were
Early Head Start programé implementing family and community partnerships by their third year
of delivering services?, Were aspects of these activities especially challenging?, and Did
programs experience particular successes in these areas?

In the area of family partnerships, the performance standards address program practices in

several domains:

e Setting goals for families
¢ Gaining access to community services and resources
e Providing services to pregnant women who are enrolled in Early Head Start

¢ Encouraging parent involvement in the program
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e Providing child development and education; health, nutrition, and mental health
education; transition activities; and home visits

e Advocating in the community

To be rated as fully implementing family partnerships, programs had to be rated as fully
implementing services in most dimensions that we rated, including frequency of family
development services, development of individualized family paftnership agreements (IFPAs),
availability of services, and parent involvement.'

The performance standards address the following aspects of community partnerships:

e Partnerships
e Advisory committees

e Transition services

To be rated as fully implementing EHS community partnerships, programs had to be rated as
fully implementing services in most of the dimensions that we rated, including collaborative
relationships, advisory committees, and transition planning.

A. FAMILY PARTNERSHIPS: CHANGES IN SERVICES AND IMPLEMENTATION
PROGRESS BETWEEN 1997 AND 1999

The research programs made significant strides in implementing Early Head Start’s family

partnerships, and by fall 1999, three years after they began serving families, two-thirds had

1.

'In Chapter IV we reported ratings of parent involvement in child development activities,
which refers to their involvement in the planning and delivery of such services. In this chapter,
parent involvement refers to parents’ participation in program policymaking, operations, and
governance. These activities may include child development and other components of the Early
Head Start Program.
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reached full implementation in this area. The number that achieved full implementation

increased from 9 to 12 between fall 1997 and fall 1999 (Figure VIL.1).

1. Individualized Family Partnership Agreements

The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards require that programs develop
IFPAs in collaboration with families, review them regularly, and update them as needed.

Fourteen research programs had fully implemented these requirements in fall 1999 (Figure
VL.2), up from 8 in fall 1997. Nine were rated as having reached an enhanced level of
implementation in this area in fall 1999 because they had learned about the other services that
families received, coordinated with other service providers, and conducted joint planning when
appropriate. The programs that had reached only moderate implementation of the IFPA
requirements in fall 1999 had developed IFPAs with fewer than 90 percent of the families in

their caseloads.

2. Availability of Services

The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards require programs to make a
wide range of services available to families, either by providing them directly or through
referral to other community service providers, and to follow up systematically to ensure
that families receive the services they need.

Between fall 1997 and fall 1999, the number of programs that were fully implementing these
requirements nearly doubled, from 6 to 11 (Figure VI1.2). Eight had reached an enhanced level of
implementation, of the service availability requirements by fall 1999 because, in addition to
following up on services families received, they assessed and monitored the quality of family

development services offered. The programs that were rated as moderately implemented did not

systematically follow up on referrals.
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3. Frequency of Services

Although the performance standards do not specifically address frequency of family
development services, we rated programs as fully implemented with respect to the
frequency of family development services if most families regularly received such
services.

As in other areas, the number of programs that were fully implemented nearly doubled, from
8 to 15 (Figure VI.2). The fully implemented programs held regular case management meetings
(at least monthly) with families, either during home visits or in conferences at program centers,
parents’ workplaces, or parents’ school sites. In addition, many programs provided some
services—such as health, employment, or counseling services—directly and also made referrals
to community providers. Two programs were rated as moderately implemented on this
dimension because some families did not have case management meetings at least monthly with

program staff.

4. Parent Involvement

" The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards require programs to involve
parents in child development services (this type of parent involvement is. discussed in
Chapter V, Section B.3), to involve them in policymaking and program operations, and
to give them multiple opportunities to participate as volunteers or employees (this type
of parent involvement is rated under family parmerships). In addition to the
requirements for parent involvement in the performance standards, the Head Start
Bureau clarified its expectation that programs try to increase father involvement. We
rated programs as fully implemented in this area if the program provides multiple
opportunities for involvement in policy groups and volunteer activities (with most
parents involved in some capacity) and makes special efforts to encourage father
involvement (with some fathers participating).

1.

2In 1997, we rated parent involvement and father initiatives separately, with the rating of
father initiatives indicating simply whether or not the program made any special effort to involve
fathers. Nearly all the programs had a special father initiative in 1997. In 1999, we made the
rating criteria more rigorous to assess Whether programs had established comprehensive
approaches to involving both mothers and fathers and were succeeding in involving them.
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In fall 1999, four programs had fully implemented these parent involvement requirements,
down from five in fall 1997 (Figure VL.2). In part because of welfare reform, many parents were
working and finding it more difficult to make time for volunteering and participating in other
program activities. Six programs achieved moderate implementation of the parent involvement
requirements. These programs involved many parents, including some fathers, in policy groups
and volunteer activities.

The research programs promoted parent involvement in a variety of ways (Figure VL.3). All
programs had Policy Councils that involved varying numbers of parents in program decision
making in areas such as policies and procedures, staff roles and responsibilities, staff
employment-related decisions, budgets, and curricula. By fall 1999, in addition to Policy
Councils, most programs had Parent Committees to involve more parents in program planning
and activities. In programs with centers, these were formed separately for parents at each center.
In rural areas, Parent Committees were often formed based on geographical location. In some
programs, the Policy Council established committees to address specific topiés or oversee
particular areas, such as personnel, finance/budgets, funding, field trips, center activities,
fundraising, and grievances.

Most programs also offered opportunities for parents to volunteer, such as by :;lssisting in
classrooms, doing office work, making repairs, organizing fundraising or social activities,
contributing to newsletters, helping to plan meetings, providing peer support, and Serving as bus
monitors.

All programs encouraged fathers and father figures to participate in regular services and
activities. In fact, the majority of programs (16 in 1997 and 13 in 1999) made special efforts to
involve fathers and father figures in program activities. Four programs had a designated stéff
position, usually a coordinator or specialist, assigned responsibility for involving fathers in
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FIGURE VI.3

ACTIVITIES TO PROMOTE PARENT INVOLVEMENT

Policy Council

Parent Committees

Volunteer Opportunities

10

Special Activites for Fathers Only

1 1 I i [ I 1 1 i | | I | I { 1 1 1
01234567 891011121314151617
Number of Programs

[JFall 1997 EFall 1999

SOURCE: Information gathered during visits to the Early Head Start research programs in the fall of 1997
and fall of 1999.
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program activities; two additional programs had male staff members with other responsibilities
who promoted efforts to involve fathers. Six programs offered group activities for men or for
men and their children. These groups usually rﬁet monthly. Five additional programs organized -
recreational activities for men only. In addition, many programs had special activities designed
for fathers only (Figure Vi.3). These included such activities as father support groups, father-
only nights out,. father sports teams and events, and “daddy-and-me” volunteer days at the child
development center.

Although many programs experienced growth in father involvement, a few were not making
special efforts to involve fathers in fall 1999. In a few cases, programs eliminated staff positions
for father involvement due to low participation by the fathers. Other programs faced several
obstacles in their efforts to involve fathers. Some fathers were uncomfortable being the only
male present at program activities, or they perceived that activities were for mothers, not fathers.
Some programs had no (or not enough) male staff, and fathers were sometimes reluctant to
attend events led by female staff. In addition, some mothers did not want nonresident fathers to
be involved with their children or the program. Resident fathers sometimes were not at home
when home visits were scheduled, or visits could not be scheduled when fathers were at home.
When staff with responsibility for involving fathers left the program, they could not always be
replaced quickly. Finally, in some programs other issues simply took priority. Some programs
recognized the importance of special efforts to involve fathers but focused on other aspects of

program services that that they believed were more pressing at the time.

B. COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS: CHANGES IN SERVICES AND
IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS BETWEEN 1997 AND 1999

The research programs improved their implementation of community partnerships

dramatically over the evaluation period. The number that had fully implemented their
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community partnerships component nearly doubled between fall 1997 and fall 1999, from 8 to

15 (Figure V1.4).

1. Collaborative Relationships
The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards require programs to establish
collaborative relationships with other community service providers, with the goal of
increasing access to services that are responsive to the needs of children and families.

The number of research programs that had fully implemented collaborative relationships
increased from 11 to 16 between fall 1997 and fall 1999 (Figure VL5). The fully implemented
programs had established many relationships with other service providers, including some formal
written agreements. These included partnership with Part C agencies and with child care
providers (see Chapter V). They also communicated regularly with service providers to
coordinate services for families and participated in at least one coordinating group of community
service providers. One program received a lower implementation rating in the area of
collaborative relationships because it had established few relationships with other service

providers (it provided center-based child care, and the grantee offered many other services in-

house).

2. Advisory Committees

According to the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards, programs must

establish a health advisory committee that involves community health services providers

and meets regularly to discuss infant and toddler health.

The number of programs that had fully implemented these requirements nearly doubled
between fall 1997 and fall 1999, from 7 to 13 (Figure VL5). Five were rated as having reached

an enhanced level of implementation in this area because they had established at least one

additional advisory committee to advise them on infant and toddler matters. Several programs

28 150



“uolsuswiIp K193 ur uoneuaw[duwl [[ny dA9TYoe A[1IESSI0oU
JOU PIP J1q ‘PAUILIEXD I SUOISUSWIP ) JO JSOW UT Uopejuswd]dwl [[ny poAdIyoe pajuswdjdul A[[ny se pajel swerdold
"PAUTIIEXS 9M SUOISUSWIP oY [[e sso1oe Suner a8e1oAe oy jussaidal sdiysioupred Ajrunurwod 103 s3unjer uonejuswodwy 19I0N

‘swreidoid yoreasar pelg pedy A[1eq L] 03 6661 118] PUe L661 [[BJ Ul pAjonpuod s)sIA 9)I§ 1321105

6661 LA L661 [1ed O

s3uney
uonejuowajdury uonejuswojduy uorjejuswojdwy uoteyuswadury uonejuawdwy
paoueyuy g 9JeISPOIA [9A9T-MO T [BWITUIN
S 14 € [4 [
0
0 0 0
— 1
[
— ¥
[4 ]
— ¢ i
2 .
— v.. —
— &
— 9
— L
— 8
8 8 8
. — 6
uoneuawadwy [ng uonejuowdjdwy [enaed B
01
sure1301d Jo
Iaquini,
SONILVY NOLLV LNHWA IdAI

SAIHSYANLIVd ALINNNINOD 1LdV.LS AVAH ATdVd

v'IA TINOI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



‘surerdoid yoreasal welg pedy A[Ied L1 01 6661 [18) PUB L661 [[BF Ul PIONPUOD SJISIA IS 190IN0S

sue|d
uonISuLI],

[6661 raE@  L661 1124 O
sonIAnOY Suiping-Arununuo)) Jo s30adsy

S9ORIUIWIO)) sdiysuone[ay
AI0S1APY 9ALIRIOQR[[0D)

AIINIWATINI AT1Nd TIIM LVHL SLOddSV
SAIHSYANLIVI ALINNNNOD LIV.LS AVIH ATdVd

CIA HdNOIA

N
A7

|
AW~ OV NN —

130

F:

uoneyuawa|dury

[N payoesy jey L
swe1301d Jo IqunN

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



had not reached full implementation of advisory committees by fall 1999. At one program, the
health advisory committee had been established shortly before the fall 1999 site visit and was not
yet meeting regularly. The health advisory committees at three other programs advised the

agencies on broader health issues but did not discuss infant and toddler health on a regular basis.

3. Transition Planning
To ensure a smooth transition from Early Head Start to Head Start or another preschool
- program, the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards require programs to
develop individualized transition plans in collaboration with parents for all children at
least six months before their third birthday.

The number of research programs that had fully implemented these transition-planning
requirements more than doubled between fall 1997 and fall 1999, from 4 to 10 (Figure VLS). Of
these, 7 had reached an enhanced level of implementation: all children in these programs had
transition plans in place by age 2%, and parents were active participants in the transition
planning. Seven programs were rated as modgrately implemented in this area in fall 1999, either
because not all children had a transition plan in place by age 2% or because the program had not
identified alternatives for families who could not enroll or did not wish to enroll their child in
Head Start.

It appears that many Early Head Start children enrolled in Head Start. Information on where
children who had transitioned out of Early Head Start went was not available for all programs,

but slightly more than half the research programs reported that at least half the children who

remained in the program until they were transitioned out went to Head Start.

C. SUMMARY

As in the case of child development and health services, the research programs made

substantial progress in implementing the elements of family and community partnerships that we
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examined. Although involving parents—both mothers and fathers—continued to challenge the
programs, most had fully implemented the other aspects of family partnerships. The programs
also made substantial progress in implementing community partnerships, and by fall 1999, nearly
all had reached full implementation. These partnerships played a key role in programs’ progress

toward full implementation of child development services, as will be seen in Chapter X.
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VII. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION: STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

Qualified, committed staff members are the backbone of any service program. In the case of
Early Head Start, the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards emphasize the
importance of well-qualified staff and effective program management for achieving the overall
goal of improvi:ng the social competence of children in low-income families. The performance
standards and the Early Head Start Program Grant Availability Notice both stress the key role of
staff supervision, training, and support, and the grant announcement directs programs to select
staff and design staff development approaches with the knowledge that high-quality staff
performance is linked to rewards such as salary, compensation, and career advancement. The
performance standards also lay out requirements for program management and governance to
ensure that programs operate effectively to accomplish their goals.

In human resources management, the pgrformance standards include requirements in the
arcas of organizational structure, staff qualifications, staffing patterns, staff performance
appraisals, staff training and development, and staff health. We focused the implementation
ratings on supervision (including perfbrmance appraisals) and staff training and development;
however, we examined descriptive data in the other areas. To be rated as “fully implemented” in
staff developmgnt, programs had to be fully implementing the performance standards in most of
the dimensions of staff development that we rated, including supervision, training,

compensation, morale, and staff retention.’

'Staff morale is not specifically addressed in the performance standards, but we included it
in our ratings because it is an important indicator of the supportiveness of the work environment.
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The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards also address a number of aspects of

program management, including:

e Program governance, including Policy Councils and Parent Committees

e Management systems and procedures, including program planning, communications,
and program self-assessments and monitoring

To be rated as fully implementing Early Head Start management systems, programs had to
be fully implementing the performance standards in most dimensions of management systems
that we rated, including functioning of the Policy Council; community needs assessment;
communication systems; goals, objectives, and plans; and self-assessment.

In this chapter we describe the implementation of staff development and management, and
review progress and changes that programs experienced between fall 1997 and fall 19992
Information for this review comes from both the implementation study site visit interviews and
the self-administered survey that most Early Head Start staff responded to at the time of the 1997
and 1999 visits. We begin with the areas in which information is exclusively from site visits
(supervision and staff retention). We then discuss areas, such as staff training and education, in '
which we have data from both sources, and conclude with the areas examined only through the
staff survey. First, however, we describe the characteristics of the staff who were responsible for

carrying out the Early Head Start mission in the 17 Early Head Start research programs.

2The 1997 staff information can be found in the earlier implementation report, Leading the
Way: Characteristics and Early Experiences of Selected Early Head Start Programs, Volume I:
Cross-Site Perspectives, Chapter III (Administration on Children, Youth and Families 1999a).
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A. EARLY HEAD START STAFF CHARACTERISTICS

Early Head Start staff members are diverse in many ways, but they also share a number of
characteristics (Table VIL1). Overall, their characteristics changed little between 1997 and
1999. In 1999, three-fourths of all staff members (76 percent) had children of their own, and
about a third had children who participated in Early Head Start or Head Start; 61 percent were
currently married. Although the vast majority were women (94 percent in 1999, with the staff at
five programs being entirely female), they were ethnically diverse. Overall, 53 percent of Early
Head Start staff members were white, 28 percent were African American, and 14 percent
identified themselves as of Hispanic origiﬁ, the remaining being Asian or other ethnicity.

The racial/ethnic composition of program staff generally reflected that of the families their
program served. Although the percentage of staff in each racial/ethnic group within a site rarely |
matched the percentage of families, the distributions were similar in most programs.
Considering the three major racial/ethnic groups among Early Head Start families—white,
African American, and Hispanic—in 10 of the programs, the ranking of these groups by their
percentage was the same for staff and families (for example, if the most families were Hispanic,
the second-most white, and the fewest African American, then the highest proportion of staff was
Hispanic, followed by white and African American). Whenever programs had at least 10 percent
of their familieé in a particular racial/ethnic group, they also had at least one staff member who
identified themselves as members of that group.

It is also important for staff to be able to communicate with their families, and in general,
the percentage of staff who reported speaking Spanish parallele;d the percentage of families in the
programs whose primary language was not English. Across all 17 programs, about 20 percent of
parents reported that their primary language was not English, and this ranged from 0 to 81

percent across the programs. Overall, about one-quarter (23 percent) of staff spoke Spanish, and

135157



TABLE VII.1

PERCENTAGE OF EARLY HEAD START STAFF WITH PARTICULAR CHARACTERISTICS FOR THE
FULL SAMPLE AND BY PROGRAM APPROACH IN 1997

Program Approach in 1997

Range of
Full Percentage Center- Home- Mixed
Sample Across Programs Based Based Approach
Had Children of Their Own 76 45-100 82 72 73
Had Children Who Participated in
Head Start or Early Head Start 35 0-71 52 24 25
Currently Married 61 25-88 62 63 59
Women 94 60-100 98 88 97
White 53 22-100 46 62 51
African American 28 0-78 28 19 37
Hispanic Origin 14 0-72 21 15 5
At Some Time Lived in
Neighborhood Served by Program 46 27-68 43 53 42
Member of Religious, School,
Political, or Social Group in
Community Program Served 33 9-68 23 43 34

SOURCE: Survey of program staff conducted in fall 1999.
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another 5 percent spoke another language (other than English). At the site level, the percentage
of staff who spoke Spanish ranged from 0 (at two programs) to 91 percent (at the program that
served predominantly migrant families).

Early Head Start staff members had ties to the communities they served, which provided a
basis for their being able to understand the needs and circumstances of the families they served.
Almost half of Early Head Start staff members (46 percent) reported that at some time in their
life they had lived in a neighborhood served by the program. Almost four-fifths of these were
living in their program’s neighborhood at the time of the survey, and one-fifth reported that they
grew up in that neighborhood. One-third of Early Head Start staff were currently members of a
religious, school, political, or social group within the community their program served. Some
differences occurred by program approach. Staffs in home-based programs were more likely to
have membership in such a group (43 percent, compared with 34 percent for mixed-approach
and 23 percent for center-based program staff). Home-based program staff members were also
more likely to have ever lived in their program’s neighborhood (53 percent, compared with just

over 40 percent for staff in center- and home-based programs).

B. STAFF DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES AND IMPLEMENTATION IN 1999
AND PROGRESS BETWEEN 1997 AND 1999°

As a group, the Early Head Start research programs strengthened their implementation of
staff developmént during the evaluation period, and by fall 1999, nearly all the programs had

fully implemented the staff development areas that we examined. In fall 1999, 15 research

3The data on staff development issues are both qualitative (from the site visits) and
quantitative (from a staff self-administered survey completed at the time of the site visits in 1997
[by 356 research program staff members] and 1999 [by 416 research program staff members]).
The two staff surveys provide cross-sectional data at the two points in time; they do not permit
longitudinal analysis of the same staff over time.
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programs had fully implemented the Head Start staff development requirements (that is, had
achieved a status of full or enhanced implementation), compared with 11 programs in fall 1997
(Figure VIL1). No research programs remained at a low level of implementation in fall 1999,

whereas three programs had been at that level in 1997.

1. Supervision

The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards and the Early Head Start grant

announcement mandate that programs implement a system of supervision, training, and

mentoring that emphasizes relationship building, employs experiential learning

techniques, and provides regular opportunities for feedback on performance.

By fall 1999, all the research programs had fully implemented these requirements, up from
12 programs in fall 1997 (Figure VIL.2). Ten programs had reached an enhanced level of
implementation of these requirements by fall 1999—they provided both individual and group

supervision sessions, as well as feedback on performance that was based in part on observation

of service delivery (in centers or during home visits).

2. Staff Retention

The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards and the Early Head Start grant
announcement emphasize the importance of developing and maintaining secure,
continuous relationships between staff, children, and parents and avoiding frequent
turnover of key people in children’s lives. We rated programs as fully implemented in
the area of staff retention if less than 20 percent of the staff had left the program and
been replaced in the previous year.

In fall 1999, 8 research programs were rated as fully implemented in the area of staff
retention, down from 10 programs in fall 1997 (Figure VII1.2). Although the number of programs

that met the requirement for a rating of “fully implemented” in the area of staff retention

*We chose 20 percent as the benchmark for full implementation because it is low relative to
the average staff turnover rates in child care centers, yet it allows for some turnover for reasons
outside the program’s control and for some turnover that can be healthy for a program.

138 160



-uoISuUdWIp A19A5 Ul uonEIUSWA[dWI [|NJ SAMYOR A[L1ESSIOU
10U PIP JNq POUTLIEXD IM SUOISUSWIP 3y} JO JSOwW Ul uonejuswa[dw! [0y paAsIyoe pajuswd|dun A0y se pajer sureidoid
-POUIUIEXD OM SUOISUSWIIP 3y} [[B SSOI0B Sunjel 93eI0AE 91} Judsaidal juawdo[aadp Jess 10§ s3uner uonejuswadwy :9JON.

‘swerdoid yoreasal pelS pedy AjIed L] 01 6661 118) PUB L661 [[F Ul PA3oNpuod SISIA 911 :90IN0§

6661 1A Le6l 11E] I

sduney
uonejuswajduy uoneyuawa[duy uonejuawdjduwy uonejuawd[duy uonejuswajduy
paoueyuy nng . 9JBISPOIN [PAYT-MO] [ewrurA
S 14 3 [4 [
0
0 0 0 R
— C
=i
4 L ¢ w

3 3 3 .,

_— g
— L
— 8
8 — 6
— 01
— 11
— <1
uonejuswa(dwy [ng , uonejusw[dwy] [ented “ el
R
14! . swe13o1d Jo
IoquInN

SONILVY NOLLV.LNAWNA TdINI
SALLIALLDV LNAWdOTIAHA 44V.LS LIVLS AVAH A'TdVH
['TIA 34NDI14 U
\Ul

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



-sureioid yo1easa1 ue)g pedH Ajred L1 01 6661 1183 v:m, L66]1 [[8] Ul p23onpuood SISIA 9)I  :92IN0S

66611113  L661 1R I

sanIAnOY Juawdolaas( Jyels JO s1oadsy

9[RIOIN uonesuaduwio)) UonuaIYy Jeis

Sururei],

01

AHININATdNT ATTd TIdM

Sl

4

uolsiAzadng

L1

4 -

-

uonejuowadu]
[ payoeay ety

—_ O N0~ NN N
— —

O Vi <t 0 AN
— v —

L1

140

swe13oid JO raquuiny

SALLIALLOYV INHWJOTIATA 4IVLS LIVLS AVHH ATdVH AId HOIHM OL INHLXH

CIIA F4NDIA

162




declined slightly over time, the number experiencing very high rates of staff turnover decreased
between fall 1997 and fall 1999. In fall 1997, three programs’had experienced staff turnover
rates of 40 percent or more in the previous year, while in fall 1999, no programs had experienced
staff turnover rates that high in the past year.

Unfortunately, high turnover rates are common among early childhood programs. Among
all staff, turnover in the majority of Early Head Start research programs was in the 15 to 32
percent range in fall 1999. Among Early Head Start direct care staff across the 11 programs that
offered all or some center-based care, turnover averaged 39 percent, and ranged from 6 percent
to 66 percent across the programs. These levels of turnover are comparable to estimates of
turnover rates for frontline staff in child care centers nationally, which range from 25 percent
(Kisker et al. 1991) to 43 percent (Cost, Quality, and Child Outcomes Study Team 1995).

Programs reported a number of reasons for staff turnover, including:

e Personal reasons, such as health problems, family moves, or decisions to stop
working and stay home with children

e Career reasons, such as returning to school, moving for job advancement, or finding a
higher-paying job (often with the public schools)

e Performance reasons, such as dismissal for poor performance

¢ Programmatic reasons, such as program reorganization, changing program skill needs

Program staff sometimes viewed staff turnover positively, because it sometimes created openings
that allowed program managers to hire staff members who were better suited to the position.
Some staff members who left the Early Head Start programs took similar jobs with other
agencies in the community. Program managers often reported that the training and experience
that those staff members had received during their tenure with the Early Head Start program

continued to benefit the program through new or improved working relationships among

4463



agencies. Similarly, some program managers noted that the training and experience provided to
the staff members who left Early Head Start continued to benefit the community by increasing
the qualifications and competence of staff members in social service agencies more generally.
Many of the research programs maintained continuity in program leadership staff, but
slightly more than half of them (nine programs) experienced turnover of directors during the
evaluation period. In three of these instances, however, the change was developmental, as
directors moved to higher positions within their agencies and another Early Head Start staff
member assumed the role of director. The experience of the other six sites showed the variety of
processes involved in leadership transitions. For example, in one case, the position was vacant
for nine months while the program searched for a new director, and then administrative details
initially occupied a large share of the new director’s time. In another program, turnover was
particularly disruptive, as the first director was promoted and a new director was hired but then
resigned and had to be replaced. During this same period—between the 1997 and 1999 site

‘visits—all home visitors and child care teachers at that program left and had to be replaced.

3. Staff Training and Educational Attainment

The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards require programs to establish
and implement a structured approach to staff training that is designed to help build
relationships among staff and provide them with the skills they need to do their jobs. We
rated programs as fully implemented in this area if all staff received training in multiple
areas and if training was provided according to a plan based on an assessment of staff
training needs. The 1998 Head Start reauthorization required that, by September 2003,
at least 50 percent of all Head Start and Early Head Start teachers nationwide in center-
based programs have an associate’s degree, a bachelor’s degree, or an advanced
degree in early childhood education or development, or a degree in a related field and
experience in teaching preschool children. In addition, the standards require that Early
Head Start teachers obtain a CDA credential for infant and toddler caregiver within one
year of their hire as a teacher of infants and toddlers.

SThe CDA credential is designed to ensure that the CDA is able to meet the specific needs
of children and is able to work with parents and other adults to nurture children's physical, social,
emotional, and intellectual growth in a child development framework. CDAs must be high
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Based on information gathered in site visit interviews and focus groupé with program staff,
we rated each program’s degree of implementation in the area of training by considering the
extent to which programs provided staff with training in multiple areas according to a plan based
on an assessment of staff training needs. In fall 1999, 15 research programs had fully
implemented the staff training requirements (Figure VIL.2), up from 12 programs in fall 1997.
Thirteen research programs had reached an enhanced level of implementation in this area—their
approach to staff training extended to emphasizing relationship-building and provided
opportunities for practice, feedback, and reflection. One program was rated as moderately
implemented in this area because part-time staff did not participate in most staff training
sessions, and another program was rated as moderately implemented because it provided initial
training but did not provide adequate opportunities for ongoing training throughout the year.

Most programs reported conducting assessments of staff training needs. Almost all
surveyed their staff members annually so that the individual staff members could give their
perceptions of areas in which they needed additional training and support. Center-based
programs also observed teachers working in their classroom settings, and supervisors in home-

based programs accompanied home visitors to observe home visit activities directly. Program

(continued)

school graduates or have a GED, be 18 years or older, and have 480 hours of experience working
with children within the previous 5 years. They must attend 120 hours of formal
education/training at an approved institution. Training must include at least 10 hours in each of
8 content areas: (1) planning a safe, healthy, learning environment; (2) advancing children's
physical and intellectual development; (3) supporting children's social and emotional
development, (4) establishing productive relationships with families; (5) managing an effective
program operation; (6) maintaining a commitment to professionalism; (7) observing and
recording children's behavior; and (8) understanding principles of child growth and development.
Each CDA'’s advisor observes the candidate working with children for a minimum of two hours
and completes an assessment that is forwarded to the national CDA office, which then schedules
a written test and oral interview. The CDA office forwards results to the Council for
Professional Recognition, which issues the CDA credential.
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directors and coordinators also used their group and individual supervision meetings to assess
areas in which staff development was needed. Several program supervisors maintainea a
professional development plan for each staff member. Staff training needs were also typically
judged in relation to the needs of the families the program served. For example, a program
serving families whose children presented particular disabilities would offer specialized training
for its staff.

We obtained information on staff educational attainment from the staff survey and report it
here to augment the picture of Early Head Start staffing based on the site visits. It was not
included in the implementation ratings. Responses to the staff survey show that Early Head Start
staff members in the research sites were generally highly educated (Table VIL.2). In fact,
overall, the 17 research programs were more than meeting the requirement of the Head Start
reauthorization: 55 percent of frontline staff and 62 percent of all staff had at least a two-year
degree. Furthermore, 50 percent of all staff had completed at least a four-year college degree in
1999 (this includes 3 percent who had taken some graduate courses, 13 percent with a graduate
degree, and 6 percent with some other post-baccalaureate or master’s certificate). Eleven percent
held a tWo-year college degree as their highgst level of education, 14 percent had taken some
college courses, and only 3 percent had not completed high school.

Educational attainment and certification of staff varied by program approach and by site,
with home-based and mixed-approach programs having the highest average educational
attainment. The percentage of staff with a four-year degree or higher was 28 percent in center-
based, 60 percent in mixed-approach, and 63 percent in home-based programs. Site-to-site
variation was wide, with, at the high end, 100 percent and 85 percent of staff having a four-year
or higher degree at two home-based programs, and 84 percent at a mixed-approach program; in

two programs—both center-based—just 24 percent of staff had a bachelor’s or higher degree. In
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TABLE VII.2

EARLY HEAD START STAFF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AND PARTICIPATION IN TRAINING,
FOR THE FULL SAMPLE AND BY PROGRAM APPROACH (PERCENTAGES)*

Program Approach in 1997

Range of
Full Percentage Center- Home- Mixed
Sample Across Programs Based Based Approach

All Staff
At Least a Two-Year Degree 62 28-100 38 74 73
At Least a Four-Year Degree 50 24-100 28 63 60
Participated in at Least One

Professional Training in Past Year 87 74-100 82 89 91
Training Rated “Very Beneficial” 76 44-100 76 86 67
Frontline Staff
Completed CDA or Higher 76 20-100 62 85 83
Currently in CDA Training 18 0-100 19 24 11
At Least a Two-Year Degree 55 13-100 34 73 65
At Least a Four-Year Degree 41 7-100 21 61 48
Participated in at Least One

Professional Training in Past Year 88 75-100 84 92 91
Rated Training “Very Beneficial” 73 40-100 74 86 63

SOURCE: Survey of program staff conducted in fall 1999.

*Frontline staff members are all staff who work directly with children, typically teachers in center-based, home
visitors in home-based, and both in mixed-approach programs (N = 242).
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one home-based program, 56 percent of staff had a master’s or other graduate degree, while there
were eight programs in which fewer than 10 percent of staff had advanced degrees.

Of particular interest 1s the deéree to which programs succeeded in having their frontline
staff credentialed. In 1999, we were able to examine CDA credentialing separately for frontline
staff. Seventy;six percent of frontline staff reported having a CDA credential or a higher
degree.6 According to the staff members’ self-reports, in 1999, center-based programs appeared
not to be meeting the performance standards with respect to frontline staff attaining their CDA
credential. Among frontline center-based staff who had been in their position for at least one
year (and therefore required to have their CDA credential), 61 percent reported having a CDA
credential or higher degree (associate’s, bachelor’s, or graduate degree) (not shown in table).
Nineteen percent of center-based frontline staff members were currently participating in CDA
training, and another 29 percent reported planning to do so.

Most staff (87 vpercent overall, 88 percent of frontline staff) reported having participated in
at least one professional training activity in the past 12 months. Although training participation
was reported to be high in all types of programs, it was somewhat more common in mixed-
approach and home-based programs (91 and 89 percent of staff, respectively) than in center-
based programs (82 percent) (see top portion of Table VIL2). Three-fourths of all staff found the
training “very beneficial,” and almost 90 percent said they were somewhat or very likely to
change what they did in their work based on the training; staff in the three program approaches

differed little in this regard. Perception of the value of training varied considerably by the

%In 1997, we were not able to provide data separately for frontline staff. Then, 14 percent of
all staff reported having completed a CDA credential; an additional 14 percent reported currently
participating in CDA training. In 1999, 24 percent of all staff reported having their CDA
credential (a 71 percent increase over the two-year period), and an additional 12 percent were in
training.
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individual program, hqwever, with more than 90 percent of staff in four programs finding
training to be “very beneficial”; in only two programs was this figure less than 60 percent. In
general, home-based staff members reported not only higher levels of educational attainment but
higher rates of ‘participation in training (both CDA and other professional training) and rated
their training as more beneficial than did staff in other programs. This was especially the case
among frontline staff who work directly with children and families.

Many programs make special efforts to tailor their training to the needs of their staff and
their families. Researchers Joseph Stowitschek and Eduardo Armijo, working with the
Washington State Migrant Coﬁncil’s Early Head Start program, have documented the training
opportunities that the program has provided to its largely Hispanic farm-working families, as
well as the results they have achieved. Their research is summarized in the box below and

reported in greater detail in Appendix C.

4. Compensation

The Advisory Committee on Services to Families with Infants and Toddlers noted that
high-quality staff performance and development are associated Wwith salary,
compensation, and career advancement (U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services 1994). The Early Head Start grant announcement emphasizes the importance

of adequate staff compensation to promote staff retention and to reward high-quality

performance and professional development. We rated programs as fully implemented in

this area if directors reported that staff salaries and benefits were above the average
level for similar staff in other community programs.

Ten research programs were rated as fully implemented in the area of staff compensation, up
from eight in fall 1997 (Figure VIL.2). Of these, six had achieved an enhanced level of
implementation—in addition to above-average staff compensation, their staff received tuition
reimbursement, child care, or other “family-friendly” benefits. Seven programs were rated as

moderately implemented in this area in fall 1999 because staff salaries and benefits were not

reported to be higher than the average level for similar staff in community programs.
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OUTCOMES IN STAFF DEVELOPMENT AT THE WASHINGTON STATE MIGRANT COUNCIL EARLY
HEAD START PROGRAM

Joseph J. Stowitschek and Eduardo J. Armijo
University of Washington

Staff development is identified as one of the “cornerstones” of Early Head Start (along with an emphasis on children,
families, and communities), and is a major component of the Washington State Migrant Council’s (WSMC) Early Head
Start project. A qualified, well-trained staff with opportunities for growth and development would be essential to ensure
that the diverse needs displayed by the program’s migrant and Hispanic farm-working families are met.

The WSMC staff has received training, as well as educational incentives, to promote competence in such areas as
brain development, conflict and anger management, proper food preparation, disabilities, and transition services. A staff
development interview provided data on staff members’ educational goals and career aspirations, training, and incentives
and disincentives for personal and professional growth. A family services questionnaire provided data pertaining to
service delivery focus areas and methods. Respondents were six home educators, two case managers, and WSMC project
coordinator, and the project director. Findings center on staff educational goals and career aspirations, training, and
incentives and disincentives.

Staff Educational Goals/Career Aspirations. To help staff meet their goals of attaining bachelor’s degrees, WSMC
offered incentives to encourage staff to continue with their education. These included an education-reimbursement
package for tuition, books, mileage, and child care, and flex time schedules to accommodate coursework. On a 5-point
scale of degree of encouragement, staff uniformly gave WSMC’s efforts the highest possible rating, a “5.” Many staff
educational goals directly related to career aspirations. When asked about the future, staff mentioned positions included
running a certified day care center, full-time case management, Head Start or public school teaching, family program
coordination, and program or public school administration.

Training. WSMC emphasized staff development through training, both within and outside the agency, in the areas
mentioned above. Staff received an average of nearly 55 hours of training in the preceding year. Staff members rated
their training as significantly contributing both to their professional skills and to career advancement.

Incentives and Disincentives. Personnel were asked about job-related incentives (such as pay and outside trainings),
in-service training provided by WSMC, attitudes of coworkers, and attitudes of WSMC supervisors and administrators.
On a S-point scale, staff rated job-related incentives at 4.1, WSMC training at 3.9, coworker attitudes at 3.2, and
supervisors/administrators attitudes at 4.0. In open-ended questions, staff indicated that WSMC strongly encouraged
growth in these areas. In addition, many staff feel they have been personally enriched by the program in such areas as
raising their own children, reaching out to families in need, and increasing their own self-esteem and self-confidence.

Discussion. 'WSMC Early Head Start is highly committed to the staff development comerstone as a means of
improving services for families. Staff uniformly indicated that the incentives received as part of their jobs had a positive
effect with the families they worked with. For example, over a three-year period, staff reported 26 percent average
increases in hours spent with families as part of regular visits, as well as over 300 percent average increases in hours spent
training families in” project-related areas (such as child development and proper food preparation). In addition, staff
reported nearly 400 ‘percent average increases in contact with families over the phone.

During the same three-year period, the focus has increased in the percentage of time spent in the areas of mental
health, nutrition, child language development, and father involvement. Staff also reported an increase in the percentage of
time spent in the specific areas of coaching families, providing praise and feedback to families, problem solving, assessing
and evaluation, providing verbal pointers, and arranging resources for families. Because most of the Early Head Start staff
have the same Hispanic roots as the families they served, their professional successes and advancements reflect the hopes,
aspirations, and opportunities that are strived for with these younger, poorer Hispanic families.
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At the time of the fall 1999 site visits, several programs were in the process of increasing
salaries and reVis;ng them to reward staff who obtained associate’s degrees. In most of these
programs, however, the new rates had not yet been implemented or had been implemented only
recently. Nevertheless, according to the staff survey, the average hourly wage of frontline staff
increased by 9 percent over two years, from $9.77 per hour in 1997 to $10.68 in 1999 (Table
VIL3)." Wages differed greatly across the individual programs and by program approach.
Classroom teachers in center-based programs received the lowest average wage among frontline
staff ($9.86 per hour). Center-based programs also had the greatest variation of any program
approach, ranging from $7.76 per hoﬁr in a Southern site to $16.41 at a program in the
Northeast). Home visitors were the highest-paid frontline workers, averaging $12.00 per hour,
but hourly wages of home visitors ranged widely across the seven home-based programs, from a
low of $9.43 in one site to $15.12 in another. As might be expected, frontline staff in mixed-
approach programs averaged in the middle, earning a reported $10.70 per hour, with a range
across these programs from $7.73 to $13.34.

Several programs significantly increased compensation for frontline staff between 1997 and
1999, with the ,vnumber of programs paying above $14.00 on average increasing from one to
three. However, in 1999 four programs paid frontline sfaff less than $10 per hour, on average.
Across all staff, .including program administrators, the 1999 average hourly wage was $12.59.

According to staff reports, Early Head Start programs provided a range of important fringe
benefits (Figure VIL3). At least three-fourths of all staff reported receiving six different

benefits. The most common were paid holidays (which 95 percent of staff reported receiving),

"Frontline staff members were those whose job titles reported on the survey indicated that
they worked directly with children and/or families. Of the 356 staff responding to the survey in
1997, 228 were considered frontline (64 percent). Of the 416 responding in 1999, 242 (58
percent) were classified as frontline staff.
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TABLE VIIL.3

EARLY HEAD START STAFF COMPENSATION AND FRINGE BENEFITS, FOR THE FULL SAMPLE

AND BY PROGRAM APPROACH

Program Approach in 1997

Full Range Across Center- Home- Mixed
Sample Programs Based Based Approach

All Staff
Hourly Wage $12.59 $8.25-817.73 $11.43 $13.47 $12.99
Percentage of Staff Reporting:
Health Insurance 83 50-100 76 85 86
Health Insurance for Dependents 54 20-91 42 61 59
Life Insurance 67 13-100 33 81 87
Dental Insurance 66 0-100 47 67 84
Paid Vacation Time 88 63-100 77 96 91
Paid Holidays 95 75-100 96 97 91
Compensation for Overtime 42 0-77 46 31 50
Paid Sick Leave 88 55-100 79 89 95
Educational Stipends 71 35-91 61 65 85
Paid Release Time for Training 95 85-100 90 96 97
Retirement Plan 77 0-100 56 89 85
Child Care for Own Children 10 0-39 16 ] 14
Frontline Staff
Hourly Wage $10.68 $7.73-816.41 -$9.86 $12.00 $10.70

SOURCE: Survey of program staff conducted in fall 1999.
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FIGURE VIL.3

FRINGE BENEFITS RECEIVED BY STAFF
IN EARLY HEAD START RESEARCH PROGRAMS,
FALL 1997 AND FALL 1999
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SOURCE: Self-administered surveys of staff completed during visits to the Early Head Start research
programs in fall 1997 and fall 1999.
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paid release time to attend training (also 95 percent), paid sick leave (88 percent), paid vacation
time (88 percent), health insurance (83 percent), and retirement benefits (77 percent). Seventy-
one percent reported receiving educational stipends. Fewer staff reported receiving dental
insurance, health insurance for their dependents, life insurance, or compensation for overtime
work. The benefit picture did not change substantially between 1997 and 1999 (8 of the 11
benefits we asked about did not change by more than 5 percentage points). The exceptions were
paid life and dental insurance, which declined by 7 and 10 percentage points, respectively, and
compensation for paid overtime, which increased substantially across all programs, from 33 to
42 percent of all staff reporting that they received this benefit).

The benefits picture for Early Head Start staff was somewhat dependent on the program
approach of the program in which they worked. Of the 11 benefits shown in Figure VIL.3 and
Table VIL3, 7 were most prevalent in mixed-approach programs, and in 4 cases it was staff in
home-based programs that were most likely to report receiving a benefit. However, in most
cases the difference between these two program approaches was small (Table VIL.3). In most
areas, center-based programs provided benefits to a substantially smaller percentage of staff than
did either of the other two program approaches. For example, 56 percent of center-based staff
reported receiving a retirement or pension plan, whereas 85 percent of mixed and 89 percent of
home-based staff reported retirement benefits; 47 percent of center-based staff received dental
insurance, compared with 67 percent of home-based staff and 84 percent of staff in mixed-
approach programs. A few benefits that were very common overall differed little by program
approach: in all three types of programs, more than 90 percent of staff reported receiving paid
holidays and paid release time to attend training. One of the less-common benefits was provision
of free child care for children of the staff. Center-based and mixed-approach programs were

most likely to provide this benefit (reported by 16 and 14 percent of staff, respectively), while



only 1 percent of home-based staff reported receiving a child care benefit. In a number of ways,

benefits are therefore seen to parallel wages and education levels across the program approaches.

5. Staff Morale

Staff morc;le is not specifically addressed in the revised Head Start Program

Performance Standards. We included it in the implementation ratings, however,

because it is an important measure of the extent to which programs created supportive

environments that enable staff to perform and develop. We rated programs as fully
implemented in this area if morale was high or very high at the time of the site visit.

Based on staff reports during site visits and in staff surveys, nine programs were rated as
“fully implemented” in the area of staff morale in fall 1999, up from eight in fall 1997. Eight
programs were rated as moderately implemented in this area, because staff morale appeared to be
average.

To obtain detailed information about this important aspect of program operations, we
assessed “workplace climate” by including on the staff survey a number of questions that would
tell us how staff members in the research programs perceived key aspects of their employment
circumstances. Staff members generally reported a very positive view of their workplace (Figure
VIL4 and Table VIL4). Most reported that Early Head Start is a pleasant place to work.
Program directors received high marks from their staff: a large percentage of staff saw their
director as communicating a clear vision, providing realistic job expectations, keeping the staff
informed, and recognizing when the staff member does “a good job.” Similarly, very few staff
reported that they are required to follow rules that conflict with their best professional judgment;
only about one:quarter felt that routine duties and paperwork interfered with doing their jobs.
The area in which staff members were least satisfied, as might be expected, is salary: 42 percent
reported that they agreed or strongly agreed with the survey item, “I am satisfied with my

salary.” This percentage, however, increased from 1997 to 1999, while most of the responses to

workplace climate items changed little over this time (Figure VIL.4).
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FIGURE VIi.4
WORKPLACE CLIMATE, FALL 1997 AND FALL 1999

Director communicates J 84
clear vision , : | 82

EHS is a pleasan B
place to work e e ‘ Lok de J 89

Director recognizes | 73
when I do a good job S |

Director keeps me | 77
informed | 81

Director has realistic 78
expectations W ~ —

e
4
e
Gl

A
-
3

Routine duties and J 30
paperwork interfere with | 27
job :

Have to follow rules that
conflict with judgmen

' Satisfied | 38
with salary | 42

| T T T
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percentage of Staff Rating Agree or Strongly Agree

[E3Fall 1997 OIFall 1999

SOURCE: Self-administered surveys of staff completed during visits to the Early Head Start research programs
in fall 1997 and fall 1999.
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TABLE VIIL.4

PERCENTAGE OF EARLY HEAD START STAFF AGREEING OR STRONGLY AGREEING WITH
STATEMENTS REGARDING THEIR PROGRAM’S WORKPLACE CLIMATE, FOR THE FULL
SAMPLE AND BY PROGRAM APPROACH

Program Approach in 1997

Range of
Full Percentage Center- Home- Mixed
Sample Across Programs Based Based  Approach

Director Communicates Clear Vision 82 56-100 79 79 87
Early Head Start Is Pleasant Place to Work 89 55-100 93 82 94
Director Recognizes when I Do a Good Job 74 44-36 75 70 77
Director Keeps Me Informed 81 17-100 82 79 82
Director Has Realistic Expectations 79 64-88 78 80 78
Routine Duties and Paperwork Interfere with

Job 27 4-64 25 26 31
Have to Follow Rules That Conflict with

. Own Judgment 20 0-40 25 15 21

Satisfied with Salary 42 14-82 42 46 38
Administrators Encourage Staff Development

Activities 86 73-100 80 88 88
Staff Frequently Share Ideas with Each Other 86 55-100 83 82 92
Staff and Administrators Work

Collaboratively for Program Improvement 78 64-96 74 81 78
Administrators Collaborate with Other Staff

to Make Decisions 69 52-86 65 74 68
Staff and Administrators Are Receptive to

Change 64 36-86 66 65 61
Staff Have Enough Opportunity to Influence

Decisions Affecting Their Work 55 35-82 50 60 56

SOURCE: Survey of program staff conducted in fall 1999.

1ss 177



A number of questions about workplace climate focused on the interrelationships of staff
and directors, collaboration, and decision making (Figure VIL5 and Table VIL4). Most staff
members (86 percent in both 1997 and 1999) felt that the program encouraged staff
development, a critical element for any human services program. A large percentage of staff
members (86 percent in 1999) worked in programs where their colleagues shared ideas wifh each
other, and 78 percent reported that vstaff and administrators worked together for program
improvement. Somewhat smaller numbers (about two-thirds) saw their program administrators
as collaborating with staff in decision making and being receptive to change. Slightly more than
half (55 percent) of all staff felt that they had “enough opportunity” to influence decisions that
affected their work. Although the percentage who perceived that they had to follow rules they
didn’t agree with was small (20 percent), it increased 4 percentage points from 1997.

Through two years of program growth and with increasing programrﬁatic complexity, staff
members in the research programs generally maintained their positive view of Early Head Start
as a place to work, a view that we reported in Leading the Way. Two survey items about .
workplace climate that staff members rated somewhat lower in 1999 than in 1997 related to
collaborative decision-making. The percentage agreeing that “administrators collaborate with
other staff to make decisions” fell from 75 to 69 percent, and the percentage saying “staff and
administrators work collaboratively for program improvement” declined from 83 to 78 percent.
These declines, though not large, might reflect a number of factors operating over this period,
including the increasing complexity of program designs, growth in the size of program staffs;
turnover of directors and frontline staff, and the evolving program designs.

Through our staff interviews, we learned about several key factors that appeared to account

for this generally good staff morale. Staff members talked about their conviction that they were
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FIGURE VIL5

WORKPLACE CLIMATE: COLLABORATION, SHARING, AND DECISION MAKING
FALL 1997 AND FALL 1999
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SOURCE: Self-administered surveys of staff completed during visits to the Early Head Start research
programs in fall 1997 and fall 1999.
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making a difference in the lives of children and families, felt that they got along well and
supported each other, received generous benefits, and had flexible work schedules. When
morale was poor, staff attributed it to such factors as the stress resulting from dealing with the
difficult problems their families faced, inadequate communication within the program, the

departure of a program director, and program expansions or moves.

6. Staff Health and Mental Health

Early Head Start staff members are generally healthy (Table VIL5). More than two-thirds
(71 percent) described their health as “very good” or “excellent” on a 5-point scale; only 3
percent reported it to be “fair” or “poor.” Furthermore, 31 percent reported their health as being
somewhat or much better than one year earlier, with only 8 percent saying it was somewhat or
much worse than a year ago (health stayed “about the same” for 61 percent of the staff). Health
problems did not appear to be a significant interference with work: one-fifth or fewer of Early
Head Start staff indicated that any of four problems with work were a result of their physical
health “during the past four weeks” (Table VILS). Staff responded in a similar fashion to a
question as to whether, in the past four weeks, they had a number of work difficulties “as a result
of emotional problems, such as feeling depressed or anxious” (Table VIL5).

Finally, staff members reported on the extent to which their “physical health or emotional
problems” interfered with their normal social activities with family, friends, neighbors, or
groups. ~ Ninety percent reported that they interfered “slightly” or “not at all.”  Although
considerable site-to-site variation appeared, there were no systematic differences in reported

physical and emotional health by staff in the three program approaches.
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TABLE VIIL.5

STAFF HEALTH AND MENTAL HEALTH: PERCENTAGE OF EARLY HEAD START STAFF
RESPONDING “YES” TO SURVEY STATEMENTS, FOR THE FULL SAMPLE
AND BY PROGRAM APPROACH

Program Approach in 1997

Range of
Full Percentage Center- Home- Mixed
Sample  Across Programs Based Based  Approach

Overall Health
Health Is “Very Good” or “Excellent” 71 38-91 76 66 71
Health Is Somewhat or Much Better than One

Year Ago 31 15-45 19 36 28
Problems as Result of Physical Health
“During Past Four Weeks”
Did you cut down the amount of time you

spent on work or other activities? 9 0-16 7 10 8
Did you accomplish less than you would

have liked? 20 9-31 21 18 22
Were you limited in the kind of work or other

activities you were able to do? 10 0-17 9 12 10
Did you have difficulty performing work or

other activities, for example, did it take

extra effort? 12 0-29 10 15 11
Problems as Result of Emotional Problems
“During Past Four Weeks”
Did you cut down the amount of time you

spent on work or other activities? 7 0-29 6 10 4
Did you accomplish less than you would

have liked? 16 4-35 19 17 13
Did you not work or perform other activities

as carefully as usual? 11 0-27 14 14 6
In Past Four Weeks, Physical Health or
Emotional Problems Interfered with Normal
Social Activities Slightly or Not at All 90 84-100 88 88 93

SOURCE: Survey of program staff conducted in fall 1999.
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7. Job Satisfaction and Commitment

Responses to a number of questions about job satisfaction indicated that Early Head Start
staff members enjoyed their work, found it worthwhile, and agreed that their jobs used their
skills; few found their work boring. A sizable proportion said their work was “hard,” yet overall,
more than three-fourths were satisfied with their position in the program. Table VII.6 shows the
percentage of staff reporting that they agreed or strongly agreed with the job satisfaction
statements on the survey.

In spite of being generally happy with their jobs, at least some Early Head Start staff
members nevertheless found them stressful. About one-fourth of all staff members (24 percent)
reported that their jobs were usually or always stressful. This varied considerably across
programs, ranging from a low of just 9 or 10 percent of staff saying their jobs were usually or
always stressful at three sites to 50 and 56 percent with this response at two sites. The latter two
programs were home-based and, overall, the highest levels of stress were reported by home-
based program staff (on average, 31 percent rated their jobs as usually or always stressful) and
the lowest for center-based staff (18 percent). This is consistent with the fact that home-based
staff are faced with coping directly with families’ day-to-day problems more often than are
center-based staff.

Early Head Start staff generally had somewhat mixed feelings about their position with their
program (Table VIL6). While 71 percent responded, “no,” they did not intend to “leave this
field” in the next year (just 4 percent said yes to that question), 45 percent responded that they
did not “feel committed to working in this field” (26 percent indicated they did feel committed to
their field). As the job satisfaction responses also indicated, however, staff members put a lot of
effort into their work and generally did not feel like quitting (only 7 percent indicated they

frequently felt like quitting).
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TABLE VIL.6

JOB SATISFACTION AND COMMITMENT: PERCENTAGE OF EARLY HEAD START STAFF
RESPONDING TO SURVEY STATEMENTS, FOR THE FULL SAMPLE
AND BY PROGRAM APPROACH

Program Approach in 1997

Range of Mean
Full Percentage Center- Home- Mixed
Sample Across Programs Based Based Approach

Percentage Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing

I enjoy my work 95 81-100 99 93 91
I find my work worthwhile 94 84-100 95 95 93
I find the work that I do is hard 41 0-70 30 47 45
I find my work boring 3 0-17 5 9 2
The work I do uses my skills 91 76-100 90 90 93
I am satisfied with my position with the Early

Head Start program 77 56-100 77 79 74
Percentage Responding “Yes”
I intend to leave this field in the next year 4 0-13 4 5 2
I put a lot of effort into my work 99 93-100 99 99 99
I frequently feel like quitting 7 0-24 6 8 6
I feel committed to-working in this field 26 14-50 30 20 27
I feel stuck in this position due to few other
employment opportunities 14 0-32 13 17 13
Job is usually or always stressful 24 9-56 18 31 22

SOURCE: Survey of program staff conducted in fall 1999.
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Although responses varied by site, this variation was not as great as on some of the other
staff survey questions. Differences by program approach are not substantial, with thé percentage
of staff agreeing to these items differing by only a few.percentage points across the threc;
program approaches, but a trend suggests that staff of home-based programs experience greater: '

stress than staff in other programs.

C. IMPLEMENTATION OF MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS AND CHANGES FROM
1997 TO 1999

The Early Head Start research programs’ implementation of management systems improved
substantially during the evaluation period. The number of programs that had achieved full
implementation of management systems doubled from 7 programs in fall 1997 to 14 in fall 1999

(Figure VIL6).

1. Policy Councils

The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards require programs to establish

Policy Councils that develop and approve key program policies and procedures. Policy

Councils must include parents and community members. At least 51 percent of the

members must be parents of currently enrolled children.

The number of research programs that had fully implemented these Policy Council
requirements doubled between fall 1997 and fall 1999, from 8 to 16 (Figure VIL7). Ten
programs had reached an enhanced level of implementation by fall 1999—their Policy Councils
met regularly and made decisions about many aspects of the program. One research program

received a low implementation rating on this dimension because, although it had established a

Policy Council, it did not meet regularly.

2. Goals, Objectives, and Plans

To ensure careful and inclusive planning, the revised Head Start Program Performance
Standards require programs to develop multiyear goals, short-term objectives, and
written plans for implementing program services.
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In fall 1999, 13 research programs had fully implemented these planning requirements,
almost doubling from the 7 programs that were fully implemented in fall 1997 (Figure VIL7).
Seven programs had reached an enhanced level of implementation of the planning requirements
in fall 1999—they developed their goals and plans in consultation with Policy Councils, advisory
groups, parents, staff, and community members. Two programs received a rating of “moderately
implemented” because their goals, objectives, and plans needed to be updated. Two programs
received a low implementation rating in fall 1999 because, although they had implemented a

planning process, their goals and plans had been only partially implemented.

3. Program Self-Assessment

To promote continuous improvement, the revised Head Start Program Performance

Standards require programs to assess annually their progress toward achieving their

goals and their compliance with the standards. The self-assessment should include

Policy Council members, parents, staff, and other community members.

The number of programs that had fully implemented these self-assessment requirements
doubled between fall 1997 and fall 1999, from 6 to 12 (Figure VIL.7). Six programs had reached
an enhanced level of implementation of the self-assessment requirements in fall 1999; these
programs had used the results of their self-assessments to make specific program improvements.
Three programs reached a moderate level of implementation in this area in fall 1999; while they
had conducted some self-assessment activities in the past year, the self-assessment process
needed to be formalized and documented in program records. One program received a low
implementation rating in this area in fall 1999 because it had developed a plan for conducting a

self-assessment but had not yet implemented it. One program had not yet planned for or

conducted a self-assessment.
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4. Community Needs Assessment

The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards require programs to conduct

an assessment of community strengths, needs, and resources at least once every three

years.

Fifteen research programs had fully implemented the community needs assessment
requirements in both fall 1997 and fall 1999 (Figure VIL.7). Seven had reached an enhanced
level of implementation of the community needs assessment requirements in fall 1999—they
involved a wide range of Policy Council and advisory group members, staff, parents, and
community members in the assessment process. One program had conducted a community

needs assessment, but it had not updated the assessment within the past three years. Another

program had not yet carried out its plans for conducting a community needs assessment.

5. Communications Systems

We rated programs as fully implementing communication systems if systems were in
place for communication among program staff, between staff and parents, with the
grantee agency, and with the Policy Council and other governing bodies.

In fall 1999, 13 programs had fully implemented communication systems, including
meetings and written communications on paper and through e-mail. Eight programs reached an
enhanced level of implementation of communication systems—their systems facilitated two-way
communication in which staff, parents, the Policy Council, and the grantee provided information
and input and also received it from each other. Four programs received a rating of “moderately

implemented” in fall 1999 because they did not have adequate systems in place for

communicating with the grantee agency, Policy Council, or other governing bodies.

8We did not rate this dimension in 1997. We added the scale for communication systems in
1999 based on the recommendation of a member of the training and technical assistance
network.
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D. SUMMARY

The Early Head Start research programs made significant strides in staff development and
program management. Almost all (15 out of 17) achieved a rating of full or enhanced
implementation in staff development by fall 1999, and the 3 programs that had been rated “low”
in 1997 improved by 1999. Fourteen programs were rated as fully implemented in Early Head
Start management systems in 1999, and 3 of the 4 that had been “minimal” or “low” in 1997
received higher ratings in 1999. The strongest areas across staff development and management
were supervision, staff training, Policy Councils, and community needs assessments—in each of
these, 15 or more programs were rated as fully implemented in 1999. Although staff retention
was lower in 1999 than in 1997, most programs experienced annual turnover in the 15 to 32
percent range, and improvement was seen in the fact that fewer programs experienced very high
turnover rates.” A number of programs focused on improving wages, and the average
compensation for frontline staff improved by 9 percent over that two-year period. Staff
responses to a survey administered in fall 1999 showed that staff morale was generally high.
Staff reported positive workplace climates and valued their directors.

The three program approaches differed in some aspects of staff development. Staff in home-
based and mixed-approach programs had higher levels of educational attainment than those in
center-based programs, the frontline staff in these programs received higher wages, and home-
based and mixed-approach programs provided better benefits packages. Overall, programs were
successful in meeting the requirement of the performance standards that at least 50 percent of
frontline staff have a two-year or higher degree, even before the 2003 deadline. However,
center-based programs were not achieving the required goal of having all teachers CDA-certified
within a year of being hired. The three program approaches did not differ substantially in staff

health and mental health, nor did they differ greatly in their staff’s job satisfaction ratings,
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although satisfaction was somewhat lower among home-based staff. Many staff across the

research programs believed they were making a difference in the lives of children and families.
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VIII. THE QUALITY OF SELECTED CHILD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

An important dimension of program implementation is the degree to which programs offer
high-quality services. The Early Head Start program guidelines specifically require programs to
provide high-quality early education services, home visits, and parent education, and to ensure
that infants and toddlers who need child care receive high-quality care. The guidelines also
require programs to ensure that the full range Qf family-oriented services is of high quality.

Our examination of quality focuses on two important child development services—child
care and child development home visits—because these are core Early Head Start services, and
measurement tools existed or could be developed for assessing their quality. We begin this
chapter by describing our methods for assessing the quality of core child development services,
and then report on the progress programs made in improving the quality of these services

between fall 1997 and fall 1999.

A. METHODS FOR ASSESSING QUALITY

We used two main methods for assessing the quality of core child development services.
First, we assessed the quality of child care used by Early Head Start families using data from
observations of the child care settings used by Early Head Start children. Second, we developed
rating scales and a rating process similar to those used for assessing implementation (see Chapter
IV) to rate inputs to the quality of child care in Early Head Start centers, programs’ efforts to
assess and monitor quality in community child care settings and to support child care providers,
and inputs to the quality child development home visits. In this section we describe the data
sources and analytic methods we used to rate inputs to the quality of child care and home visits

and to assess child care quality.
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1. Rating Inputs to Quality

We developed scales for rating the “inputs to quality” of child care and child development
home visits. The literature on child care research indicates that researchers take a variety of
approaches to defining quality in child care (Love, Schochet, and Meckstroth 1996). Some
define quality as including such factors as staff qualifications and retention or stability (Ferrar
1996; Ferrar et al. 1996; and Phillips and Howes 1987); others consider these as contributors to
program quality (for example, Layzer et al. 1993). We adopted the latter approach in the Early
Head Start evaluation, considering elements that support what happens in classrooms or in home
visits to be “inputs to quality.” For child care, the inputs we rated were curriculum, assignment
of primary caregivers, educational attainment of teachers, and teacher turnover. For home visits,
the inputs we rated were supervision, home visitor training, home visitor hiring, planning home
visits, frequency of home visits, emphasis on child development, and integrating home visits
with other services. We also developed a scale for rating all programs on the extent to which
they monitored the quality of child care arrangements and provided training and support for child
care teachers.

We used data from site visits conducted in fall 1997 and fall 1999 to assign ratings to
programs. To facilitate the assignment of ratings, we assembled site visit data into checklists

organized according to the inputs to quality we rated (Appendix A).

2. Observations of Child Care Quality

We used data from observations of Early Head Start children’s child care settings (including

Early Head Start centers, community child care centers, and family child care homes) conducted
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when they were 14 and 24 months old to assess the quality of child care that children received.'
These observations include data collected using a slightly shortened version of the Infant-
Toddler Environment Rating Scale (ITERS; Harms et al. 1990) and the Family Day Care Rating
Scale (FDCRS; Harms and Clifford 1989), as well as observed child-teacher ratios and group
sizes. These scales are widely used and consist of 35 items to assess the quality of care.* These
scales produce scores on each item ranging from 1 to 7, in which 3 is described as minimal care,
5 as good care, and 7 as excellent care.

To compute average ITERS scores for Early Head Start cénters, we began by aQeraging the

observations for each classroom.’

Classrooms were observed as often as once per quarter ‘(or
more often if staff or children had changed since the last observation), depending on when Early
Head Start children were in care. We then averaged the classroom scores for each center. If a
program operated multiple centers, we averaged the center scores to generate an average
program score. Thus, the average ITERS scores reported here do not reflect the average quality
of care received by individual children. Rather, they represent the average quality of Early Head
Start centers, determined at the classroom level.

To compute average ITERS scores for community child care centers, we computed an
average score for each center, and then averaged the center scores to compute an average site

score. Likewise, to compute average FDCRS scores, we computed an average score for each

family child care home, and then averaged these home scores to compute an average site score.

'Observations subsequently conducted when children were 36 months old are reported in a
separate paper on child care.

The shortened version of the ITERS we used excludes three items from the adult needs
category (opportunities for professional growth, adult meeting area, and provisions for parents).

3The average ITERS and FDCRS scores reported here have not been weighted to reflect the
number of program children participating in each classroom, center, or home.
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Observed child-teacher ratios and group sizes were calculated based on child and adult counts

taken during structured observations of child care settings.

B. INPUTS TO CHILD CARE QUALITY

In fall 1999, more than half of the 12 Early Head Start research programs with child care
centers received good or high ratings on several inputs to child care quality, including
curriculum, assignment of primary caregivers, and educational attainment of Early Head Start
teachers (Figure} VIIL.1). However, only two programs received a good or high rating on staff
turnover.

To receive a good rating for curriculum as an input to child care quality, Early Head Start
centers had to use a curriculum strongly integrated into the center’s daily activities and
appropriate for the population served. Centers that individualized their curriculum for each child
received a high quality rating. Eight out of the 12 research programs with centers received a
good or high quality rating on this dimension in fall 1999 (Figure VIII.1).

To receive a good rating for assignment of primary caregivers, Early Head Start centers had
to assign primary caregivers to children and adhere to these assignments throughout the day. In
addition, primary caregivers had to conduct almost all routine care activities for the children in
their group. To receive a high rating, primary caregivers had to communicate regularly with
parents and plan the activities for children in their group. Eight out of the 12 research programs
with centers met the criteria for a good or high quality rating on this dimension in fall 1999.

To receive a good rating for educational attainment of teachers, most teaching staff in Early
Head Start centers had to have a CDA, an associate’s degree, or a bachelor’s degree, or be in
CDA training. To receive a high rating, all teaching staff had to have a CDA, an associate’s
degree, or a bachelor’s degree, or be in CDA training. Seven out of the 12 research programs

with centers met the criteria for a good or high quality rating on this dimension in fall 1999. On
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average, 58 percent of center staff had their CDA or higher degree in fall 1999, and an additional
19 percent were working on obtaining a CDA.

Only two programs with centers received a good or high rating in the area of teacher
retention, which required the centers’ teacher turnover rate to be below 20 percent for the
previous year. On average, about 39 percent of full-time and part-time staff working directly
with children in Early Head Start centers left and were replaced during the year prior to the fall
1999 site visits.

We rated all 17 research programs on two types of inputs to child care quality—quality
monitoring and training and support for providers—and in these areas, between one-fourth a_nd
one-half of the programs received a good or high rating (Figure VIIL.2). These ratings
encompass monitoring and teacher training and support in both Early Head Start centers and
other community child care settings.

To receive a good rating for quality monitoring, Early Head Start centers had to carry out
ongoing quality assessments and give feedback to staff about the care they were providing. To
receive a high rating, the approach to quality improvement had to be systematic. To receive a
good rating, programs in which some or all children received child care in community centers or
family child care homes had to (1) assess the quality of child care settings before referring
children, and (2) monitor child care quality regularly for most children in care, whether or not the
program placed the children in their child care settings. To receive a high rating, these programs
had to take a comprehensive approach to assessing quality and had to monitor quality regularly
for all children in child care. Seven out of the 17 research programs, including the 4 center-
based programs, met the criteria for a good or high quality rating on this dimension in fall 1999,

To receive a good rating for training and' support of child care providers, programs had to

provide regular training to nearly all child care teachers and family child care providers caring
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FIGURE VIII.2
EARLY HEAD START INPUTS TO CHILD CARE QUALITY

THAT WERE RATED GOOD OR HIGH
FALL 1999

Number of Programs

Monitoring Training and
Quality Support for
Child Care
Providers

Aspects That Were of Good or High Quality

SOURCE: Information gathered during visits to the Early Head Start research programs in fall 1999.




for Early Head Start children, and if some children were in relative care, the program had to
provide support and training to some of them as well. To receive a high rating, the program had
to provide the training according to individual needs and to base training activities on an
individualized training plan. Four out of the 17 research programs (the four center-based

programs) met the criteria for a good or high quality rating on this dimension in fall 1999.

C. OBSERVED CHILD CARE QUALITY

Child care’ observations were conducted in three settings that represent the range of
arrangements that Early Head Start children were in: (1) Early Head Start centers, (2) community
child care centers that Early Head Start children attended, and (3) family child care homes (both
regulated and unregulated) that Early Head Start children attended. In this section, we report on
child care observations conducted between October 1997 and September 1999 in Early Head
Start centers in 9 research sites, community child care centers in 16 research sites, and family

child care homes in 14 sites.

1. Quality in Early Head Start Centers

Our analysis indicates that the quality of care provided by Early Head Start centers during
their first three years of serving families was good (Table VIIL1). All programs scored above 4
on average, on the ITERS, with the average being 5.3 (in the good range) in both the first and
second years after the fall 1997 site visits.*

In most pr‘ograms, the average ITERS score changed by only a few points, but in one

program it fell substantially (from 6.3 in the first year té 5.6 in the second year, still well within

*The average for the first year has been updated since preliminary findings were presented in
Leading the Way, Volume III: Program Implementation (ACYF 2000a), because more
observations were received from data collectors.
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the good range), and in one program it rose substantially (from 5.5 to 6.3). Early Head Start
centers in several programs received average ITERS scores of 6 or above, which indicates good
to excellent care. Comparisons with other child care quality studies show that Early Head Start
centers were doing very well. For example, the Cost, Quality, and Child Outcomes Study Team
(1995) found that the average ITERS score across infant-toddler classrooms in the four states
studied was only 3.4, and 40 percent of the classrooms in that study received ratings below 3.0;
no Early Head Start center had an average score below 4.2 in 1997-1998 or 4.4 in 1998-1999
(Table VIII.1).

We also examined scores on subscales of the ITERS. The programs achieved good quality,
on average, in all areas, although scores were somewhat lower in three areas: learning activities,
adult needs, anci furnishings (Figure VIIL.3). Thus, programs may want to focus on these areas in
future quality enhancement efforts. Programs were particularly strong in the area of interactions:
three had average scores of 7.0 on this subscale.

Observed child-teacher ratios and group sizes were good in both time periods. Over time, as
the centers became fully enrolled and as more children were being obse&ed at 24 months of age
rather than 14 rhonths, average observed group sizes and ratios tended to increase slightly, but
they remained well below the thresholds set by the revised Head Start Program Performance
Standards (four children per teacher and eight children per group). Average child-teacher ratios
rose slightly, from 2.3 in the first year to 2.9 in the second year (Table VIIL.2). Average group

sizes also rose slightly, from 5.3 to 5.9 (Table VIIL.3).

2. Observed Child Care Quality in Community Child Care Centers

Our analyses suggest that the quality of child care received by Early Head Start children in
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community child care centers varied widely, but was consistently minimal, on average (Table
VIIL.1).> However, the average ITERS score for classrooms that we observed in community
child care centers was 3.7 in 1997-1998 and 4.4 in 1998-1999, indicating that the quality of care

S However, average quality

in community child care settings may have improved over time.
remained lower than the quality of care provided in Early Head Start centers.

The average child-teacher ratios in classrooms in community child care centers, 4.4 in both
the first and second years, exceeded the maximum ratio of four children per teacher specified in
the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards (Table VIII.2). Similarly, the average

group size in community child care centers, 8.9 in 1997-1998 and 9.1 in 1998-1999, exceeded

the maximum group size of eight children specified in the standards (Table VIII.3).

3. Observed Child Care Quality in Famfly Child Care Settings

Observational data suggest that the observed quality of child care that Early Head Start
children received in family child care settings was consistently minimal, but ratios and group
sizes were good.” The average FDCRS score for the family child care settings was 3.3 in 1997-
1998 and 3.5 in 1998-1999 (Table VIIL.1), both in the minimal quality range. The average child-

caregiver ratio in the family child care settings that we were able to observe was 3.3 in the first

>The community child care centers that we observed include both those that Early Head
Start assessed and monitored and those that parents selected without help from Early Head Start.

SThis change may indicate real improvement over time, but we are cautious in making this
interpretation because response rates were low in some sites. With fewer than three observations
in a number of sites, we may not have sufficient data to consider this to be a representative
sample of Early Head Start children’s community child care arrangements. In addition, it is
possible that higher quality scores are somewhat easier for centers to attain when serving older
children.

"The family child care settings that were observed include both family child care homes that
Early Head Start assessed and monitored and family child care homes that parents selected
without help from Early Head Start.



year and 4.2 in the second (Table VIIL2). The average group size in the family child care
settings that we were able to observe was 4.2 children in the first year and 5.0 in the second

observation period (Table VIIL3).

D. INPUTS TO THE QUALITY OF CHILD DEVELOPMENT HOME VISITS

The inputs to the quality of child development home visits that we rated indicate that
overall, the quality of child development home visits improved substantially between the fall
1997 and fall 1999 site visits. By fall 1999, the quality of child development home visits in 11
research programs that served some or all families in a home-based option was rated as good or
high, up from 9 programs in fall 1997 (Figure VIIL4).

The greatest improvements in inputs to the quality of child development home visits were in
the areas of supervision, emphasis on child development, and home visit planning. In other
areas, most programs received high ratings in both fall 1997 and fall 1999.

The number of programs that were rated as providing good- or high-quality supervision of
home visitors increased from 8 programs in fall 1997 to all 13 programs in fall 1999 (Figure
VIIL5). The programs rated as providing good-quality home visitor supervision provided regular
individual and group supervision that included support, teaching, and evaluation; they also
provided mentoring. Supervisors paid some attention to child development, tracked the
frequency of home visits carefully, and accompanied home visitors on some home visits.
Programs rated as providing high-quality supervision also provided regular opportunities for
home visitors to discuss their experiences with peers, and supervisors had a regular plan for
accompanying home visitors on home visits.

The number of programs rated as providing good or high quality in terms of the number of

completed home visits per month increased from six to eight. The relatively small improvement
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in the number of programs with quality rated as good or high on this dimension reflects in part
the increase between 1997 and 1999 in the number of completed home visits required for a good
rating (from two to three per month). Thus, the small increase in the number of programs rated
as providing good or high quality understates the progress programs made in this area

The number of programs that were rated as good or high quality in terms of their emphasis
on child development during home visits increased from 7 to 10. In these programs, home
visitors were reported to spend at least half an hour during each home visit on child development
activities either with the child or with the child and parent together.

With respect to home visit planning, the number of programs rated as good or high quality
increased from 9 to 12. In programs receiving a good rating, home visits were planned based on
program goals and expected outcomes, and home visitors developed plans for each visit using a
curriculum or protocol to guide child development activities, which were then individualized to
meet the needs of individual parents and children. In programs that received a high quality
rating, home visitors also worked in partnership with parents to plan child development

activities.

E. SUMMARY

Between fall 1997 and fall 1999, the 17 research programs had notable success in providing
consistently good-quality care in Early Head Start centers. Although the observed quality of care
in community child care settings was somewhat lower, observation data indicate that quality in
community child care centers may have improved over time. In addition, programs made
considerable progress in improving key inputs to the quality of child care and child development
home visits between fall 1997 and fall 1999. The pathways that programs took as they worked

towards improving quality are examined in the next chapter.
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IX. PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AND FAMILIES’ SERVICE NEEDS AND USE

The previous chapters examined the extent to which the Early Head Start research programs
implemented services that met the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards in key
areas. This chapter examines Early Head Start program services from the perspective of families
and their needs and goals (see descriptive data on families in Chapter I). We describe the data
used to examine participation and service needs and use; provide an overview of family
characteristics and needs; assess families’ levels and intensity of participation in Early Head
Start during the first 16 months after enrollment; detail their service needs and use in specific
areas, including the match between service needs and use; describe family engagement; and
relate families’ goals approximately 16 months after they enrolled in Early Head Start.! We also
include brief reports from local research and program staff that provide local perspectives on

family engagement and participation in services.

A. DATA SOURCES

We drew on several data sources for analyses of service needs and use. These include:

e Head Start Family Information System application and enrollment forms completed at
the time of enrollment

e Parent services follow-up interviews targeted for 6 and 15 months after program
enrollment (completed an average of 7 and 16 months after enrollment). We included
in our analyses only families for whom data were available for both follow-up periods
(75 percent of research sample members).

'The final report on early head start program impacts, Making a Difference in the Lives of
Infants and Toddlers and Their Families: The Impacts of Early Head Start (Administration for
Children and Families 2002), updates information in this chapter on levels and intensity of
program participation through 28 months after enrollment.

N
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e Ratings of each family’s engagement with the program provided by program staff in
summer 2000, after most families had left the program and most children had reached
36 months of age

e Data on program characteristics and ratings of program implementation developed in
the implementation study

The follow-up period varied over a wide range for each of the parent services interviews.
The length of followup ranged from 4 to 15 months and averaged 7 months after enrollment for
the first follow-up interview. It ranged from 9 to 27 months and averaged 16 months after
enrollment for the second follow-up interview. However, approximately 90 percent of the first
follow-up interviews were conducted between 5 and 9 months after enrollment, and 88 percent
of the second follow-up interviews were conducted between 14 and 19 months after enrollment.

The questions on service use were broad, and to avoid substantial recall error, most did not
require families to recall detailed aspects of the services they received. For example, for most
services, families were asked whether or not they had received the service and how often they
received it, in broad ranges of frequency (such as weekly or monthly or on some other interval).

Because the parent services follow-up interviews were conducted according to the length of
time since families enrolled, the ages of the research sample children at the interview time
varied.> On average, the focus children were 10 months old when the first follow-up interview
was completed and 20 months old when the second followup was completed. Children’s ages
ranged from 0 (unborn) to 25 months at the time of the first follow-up interview, and from 7 to

36 months at the second.

2Parent interviews and child assessments were also conducted to measure child and family
outcomes when children were 14, 24, and 36 months of age; see the interim and final reports to
Congress (Administration on Children, Youth and Families 2001; Administration for Children
and Families 2002). ‘
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B. INVOLVING FAMILIES IN SERVICES: LEVELS AND INTENSITY OF
PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Not only is it important for programs to implement and offer high-quality services, tf)ey
must also enroll families and engage them in program services. Engaging them in services
entails getting them to participate in program activities and gaining and sustaining their attention
and commitment to the goals of those activities. The following subsections examine levels of
participation by research families in program services during the first 16 months, on average,

after they enrolled in the Early Head Start research programs.3

1. Overall Participation Levels

Levels of participation in Early Head Start services were high during the first 16 months
after program enrollment. Overall, 93 percent of the research families received at least one Early
Head Start home visit, participated in Early Head Start child development centers, met with an
Early Head Start case manager at least once, and/or participated in Early Head Start group
activities (group parenting education, group parent-child activities, or a parent support group)
(Table IX.1). Nearly all these families received more than minimal services (more than one
home visit, more than one case management meeting, center-based child care, and/or group
parenting activities). Most families (86 percent) received core services through which child
development services were provided—home visits or center-based child development services.

Overall participation rates were high in most of the research programs. They exceeded 90
percent in 13 of the 17 programs (not shown), and in 2 of the remaining programs overall

participation rates were only slightly lower (88 percent).

3 Additional follow-up interviews were conducted approximately 26 months after enrollment
and at the time of program exit.
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TABLE IX.1

RECEIPT OF KEY EARLY HEAD START SERVICES DURING THE FIRST 16 MONTHS, FOR THE FULL
SAMPLE AND KEY PROGRAM SUBGROUPS

Average Percentage of Families Who Received:
More than
At Least One Key  Minimal Early More than Minimal
Early Head Start Head Start Early Head Start Core

Service” Services® Services® Sample Sizes

Full Sample 93 91 86 1,052-1,133
Program Approach in 1997

Center-based 87 83 75 224-232

Home-based 94 93 89 487-534

Mixed-approach 94 93 90 341-367
Pattern of Implementation

Early implementers 97 96 94 368-389

Later implementers 92 90 86 387-427

Incomplete implementers 88 86 78 298-317

SOURCE: Parent Services Follow-Up Interviews conducted an average of 7 and 16 months after enrollment.

NOTE: Percentages are average percentages across programs in the given group and are weighted for survey
nonresponse.

“Key services include home visits, case management meetings, center-based child development/child care services
and/or group activities such as parenting classes or group socializations.

®More than one Early Head Start home visit, more than one Early Head Start case management meeting, at least two
weeks of center-based child development/child care, and/or Early Head Start group activities.

°More than one Early Head Start home visit and/or at least two weeks of center-based child development/child care.

ERIC 1991 2




Levels of participation were higher in home-based and mixed-approach programs. Because
the two programs with the lowest participation rates (66 and 77 percent) were center-based,
center-based programs overall had the lowest participation rates. In one of these programs,
several factors contributed to these low rates, including some families’ need for full-time child
care before the program expanded to offer it, decisions to go to other programs that were more
convenient, and overwhelming life stress that interfered with families’ ability to take advantage
of program se.rvices.4 In the other, a very rapid initial recruiting process and a delay in opening
one center may have led some program families to make other child care arrangements.

Early, full program implementation appears to have promoted high participation rates.
Programs that were fully implemented by fall 1997 (the early implementers) involved 94 percent
of families in home visits and/or center-based services, compared with the 86 percent involved

by the later implementers and 78 percent by the incomplete implementers (Table IX.1).

2. Home Visits

All Early Head Start programs are required to visit families at home, whether they are
home-based, center-based, or mixed-approach. While in center-based programs,
services are delivered primarily in the center, and staff are required to visit children and
their families at home at least twice a year. They may meet with families in other places
if staff safety would be endangered or families prefer not to meet at home. Home
visitors are required to visit families receiving home-based services at home weekly, or
at least 48 times per year. In mixed-approach programs, some families receive home-
based services, some families receive center-based services, and some families may
receive a combination of center-based services and home visits.

Nearly all families enrolled in the home-based Early Head Start programs received more
than one home visit. In these programs, 92 percent of families reported receiving at least one

Early Head Start home visit, and 89 percent reported receiving more than one, which indicates at

“Most center-based programs offered full-time care; however, this center initially offered
part-time care (later the program expanded to provide full-time care).
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least minimal program participation (Table IX.2)." Levels of receipt of more than one Early
Head Start home visit in the seven home-based research programs ranged from 84 percent to 95
percent (not shown).

Receipt of Early Head Start home visits remained high throughout the first two follow-up
periods but declined modestly in the second period as some families left the program.6 On
average, 70 percent of families reported receiving more than one Early Head Start home visit by
the time of the first followup. Reported home visit receipt declined to an average of 58 percent
of families during the second follow-up period (not shown).

As noted eérlier, the research programs found it very challenging to complete the required
weekly home visits with many families. Among the home-based research programs, 57 percent
of families, on average, reported receiving Early Head Start home visits at least weekly during
the first follow-up period, and 52 percent reported Early Head Start home visits at least weekly
during the second follow-up period (Table IX.2). An additional one-fifth of families reported
receiving visits less than weekly but more than monthly, and 13 percent reported monthly or less
frequent visits (not shown). In contrast to this information from parent reports, the Early Head

Start programs reported that they increased home visit intensity to each family on average from

>Those who reported one Early Head Start home visit may have been visited once as part of
the enrollment process to complete the application and enrollment forms, and they may never
have received any substantive services.

$In summer 2000, program directors reported the last date on which they had contact with
each family. Approximately one-fourth of the program group members in the research sample
left the program within the first year after enrolling. See Section IX.D for a discussion of
families’ duration of participation.
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two home visits a month in 1997 to three a month in 1999.” These levels of completed home
visits are generally consistent with the experiences of other home-visiting programs, which have
found that on average, they are able to complete about half the intended number of home visits
(Gomby 1999). |

The reported levels and intensity of completed home visits were very similar in the mixed-
approach programs, which provided home-based services to most families. In these programs,
86 percent of families received more than one Early Head Start home visit by the time of the
second followup. In addition, 54 percent of families, on average, reported receiving Early Head
Start home visits at least weekly during the first follow-up period, and 38 percent reported
receiving Early Head Start home visits at least weekly during the second (Table IX.2).

Most parents in home-based and mixed-approach programs who received Early Head Start
home visits reported that a typical visit lasted from one to two hours (Table IX.2). The reported
length of the typical visit did not change between the first and second follow-up periods.

Among the home-based and mixed-approach programs, earlier full implementation was
associated with providing home visits to a higher percentage of families and providing weekly
home visits to more families during the first two follow-up periods (Table IX.2). On average, in
the home-based and mixed-approach programs that reached early full implementation, 93 percent
of families reported receiving more than one Early Head Start home visit by the time of the
second followup, and 78 percent reported receiving Early Head Start home visits at least weekly

(not shown). In contrast, among later and incomplete implementers, 85 percent of families

"The likely reason for this discrepancy is that programs reported on services for families that
continued to be engaged in the program, whereas the evaluation surveys tapped families that had
applied to Early Head Start, whether or not they continued to be enrolled or participate in
program activities.
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reported receiving more than one Early Head Start home visit, and 46 percent of families

reported receiving Early Head Start home visits at least weekly.

3. Case Management

The revised'Head Start Program Performance Standards require programs to work with

parents to obtain needed services and useful resources, and all the research programs

provide case management to link families with services and resources in the community.

In some home-based programs, the home visitors who work with parents and children on

child development also provide case management during home visits. In other home-

based programs, each family has two home visitors, one who works with them on child

development, the other on family development. In center-based programs, families may

work with a designated staff person on family development during meetings at the center

or at their home. o

Home visits and case management services overlapped substantially. Most program families
reported receiving both home visits and case management (71 percent in the first follow-up
period and 56 percent in the second). More than 90 percent of these families reported that the
person they met with for case management was the same person who visited them at home.
Thus, not surprisingly, patterns of case management receipt mirror those of home visit receipt.

The average proportion of families who reported meeting with a case manager more than
once was highest in home-based and mixed-approach programs (83 percent, on average, by the
time of the second followup) and lowest in center-based programs (57 percent, on average, by
the time of the second followup) (Table IX.3). Similarly, receipt of weekly case management
was highest in the home-based programs and lowest in the center-based programs. Overall,
nearly half the families, on average, reported receiving case management at least weekly during
the first follow-up period, almost two-thirds at least monthly. Some programs, however, planned
case management meetings less often than weekly. Some home-based programs provided child

development services and case management in separate home visits, and case management

meetings were planned on a less frequent schedule, often biweekly. Center-based programs also
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planned case management meetings less frequently, and families in center-based programs, not
surprisingly, reported less-frequent receipt of case management.

Levels of case management receipt also tended to be highest, on average, in programs that
became fully implemented early. For example, in the early-implemented programs, 82 percent
of families, on average, received case management during their first 16 months in the program,
compared with 70 percent of families in later-implemented programs and 79 percent in programs
that were incomplete implementers (Table IX.3). The higher proportion among incomplete

implementers reflects the emphasis some of the programs in this group placed on family support.

4. Parenting Information Services and Group Parenting Activities

The Early Head Start program guidelines specified that programs must provide parent
education and parent-child activities. Consistent with their stated priority expected
outcomes, programs offered a variety of services that would potentially achieve these
outcomes.” Most programs offering home-based services to some or all families invited
families to regular group activities at least once a month. (The revised Head Start
Program Performance Standards recommend two group socializations [parent-child
group activities] per month for programs offering home-based services.) In center-
based and mixed-approach programs, group parenting activities were more likely to be
parent education meetings.

Although most group activities for parents focus exclusively on parenting, some focus more
broadly. The i;lterview excerpts in the following box show the increase over time in one parent’s
interest in attending group meetings at the KCMC Early Head Start program in Kansas City,
Missouri.

While most families (93 percent) received parenting information from Early Head Start,
often during home visits (85 percent) or in discussions with case managers (82 percent), fewer

received such information in Early Head Start group activities—parenting classes (45 percent),

8As seen in Chapter ITI, most Early Head Start programs identified enhancing parent-child
relationships as a priority outcome.
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group parent-child activities (25 percent), and/or parent support groups (10 percent). Overall,
slightly more than half of families, 53 percent on average, reported that they had attended any
type of Early Head Start group activity by the time of the second followup (Table IX.4).

Program approaches differed in how parenting education was delivered. Participation in
parenting classes or events was highest in center-based programs (51 percent in center-based
programs compared with 43 to 44 percent in other programs). As would be expected,
participation in parent-child group activities was highest in home-based and mixed-approach
programs (27 and 28 percent, respectively, compared with 17 percent in center-based programs).
Parents in home-based and mixed-approach programs also reported the highest levels of
receiving parenting information during home visits (93 and 90 percent, respectively), discussing
parenting with a case manager (90 and 86 percent), and receiving any parenting information
from the program (95 and 96 percent). Ten percent iof families, on average, had participated in a
parent support group, with little variation across program approaches.

Success in implementing the performance standards was related to parent participation in
parenting and other group activities. The programs that were fully implemented early achieved
higher participaﬁon in any Early Head Start group activities than the later and incomplete
implementers (Table IX.4). By the time of the second followup, nearly two-thirds of families in
the early implementers had attended an Early Head Start group activity, compared with 44
percent of families in the later implementers and 52 percent in the incomplete implementers
(Table IX.4). Parents in programs that became fully implemented early reported the highest
levels of participation in all types of parenting education measured, compared with parents in the
later and incomi)lete implementers. These differences are greatest for participation in parenting
classes or events (56 percent in early implementers, compared with 34 and 45 percent in later

and incomplete implementers, respectively), although parents in the early-implemented programs
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Encouraging Parent Group Participation: A Case Study
Kathy Thornburg, Jean Ispa, and Mark Fine
University of Missouri at Columbia

The following are excerpts from interviews that researchers at the University of Missouri at Columbia

conducted with Lakeisha over a one-year period. In Interviews 2 and 3, Lakeisha is not interested in going to
parent meetings, even if dinner and transportation are provided. By Interview 5, however, she is proudly attending
the parent meetings and explains to the interviewers how the group chooses a secretary to help mothers get involved
and feel connected.

Interview 2

0.
A
0.
A
0.
A.
0.
A
0.
A
0.
A
0
A

Were you invited to the parent group meeting a couple of weeks ago?

Yeah.

Did you get to go?

I didn’t want to go.

What were they doing?

They just had a dinner. It was two things that Sunday, they had a dinner, I don’t know if it was last month.
Yeah, I came all the way from Columbia to that dinner. It was really very good. It was nice. .. and all the
babies came, it was so much fun. We held the babies.

I know. -

If they have a dinner the next time, you might want [to go]; they can even come pick you up.

I know, but I didn’t want to go.

Well, do you want to go next time? Go with us. We’ll come get you, all the way from Columbia.

Well, you went to the last one.

Well, if we come to town, we’ll for sure come get you. But they can come, they can provide transportation,
and Takiyah will go too. That was really fun. So, just think about going next time.

I probably had already ate and everything anyway.

Interview 3

>0 >0 >0

Okay, so you did get to go to one parent meeting?

Yeah, I went to one.

What did they talk about? .

Housing. They was talking about housing. All different kinds of stuff, you know.

Do you think you’ll go to any more?

There’s one coming up. I think it’s next week . . . what is her name? I forgot her name, but she just came over
here the other day and she wanted me to come down, I mean to go to the other parent meeting. . .. She wanted
me to go to the other parent meeting. So I might go ahead and go.

Interview 5

e S Sl

>0

What about parents’ night? Have you gone?

Uh, yeah. We have one Saturday.

Are you going?

Uh huh:

Oh good. What’s the topic?

I’ve been going. Idon’t know what the topic is this Saturday. We don’t know until we get there. But we have
different kind of people. Last time, I mean, we had this one guy that’s in our class, his mother, she’s an
entrepreneur, and she came to talk to us. You know, she’s a caterer, and all that. You know, she came and
talked to us at our last parent meeting, So, we’ve been having some good topics. You know, and they’re nice.
How many Early Head Start moms are there usually?

Oh, it’s a lot of them. ’Cause see, it’s like they trying to get all the moms involved [and] being something.
Like, it’s a secretary. You know, it’s different, you know, it’s different people of those different things. So,
they trying to get everybody involved into something. You know, instead of us just sitting around listening to
’em, you know.
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reported slightly higher rates of participation in any Early Head Start parent-child group activity

and receiving pérenting information during home visits (see Table IX.4).

5. Child Care and Center-Based Child Development Services

Four of the research programs offered center-based child development services directly to
all enrolled families. In addition, two programs provided center-based services directly to a
substantial proportion of enrolled families, and four programs offered center-based child
development services directly to a small number of families by fall 1999. Many programs also
developed partnerships with community centers and family child care providers to provide good-

quality child care to Early Head Start children.

a. Child Care Use

Levels of child care use were high across all three program types, and child care use
increased over time as children got older. Two-thirds of children had received child care
services by the time of the first followup (not shown). By the time of the second followup, when
children were, on average, 20 months old, the percentage of program children who had received
child care services increased to nearly 80 percent (Table IX.5).

The propbrtion of families who had ever used any center-based child care increased over
time. One-third of all program children received care in child care centers during the first
follow-up period (not shown). By the time of the second followup, the percentage of children
who had been enrolled in center-based care increased to 43 percent (Table IX.5). The percentage
of children who received Early Head Start center-based care increased from 22 to 25 percent
(Table IX.5).

During the first two follow-up periods, many children received child care in more than one

arrangement, and sometimes they received care in multiple arrangements concurrently. On
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average, children received child care in two different arrangements (Table IX.5). One-third of
program children received care in multiple arrangements concurrently.

Program families used a wide range of providers for their primary child care arrangement
(the arrangement used for the most hours during the follow-up period) during the first 15 months
after enrollment.’ One-third of all program families used center-based care for their primary
child care arrangement—20 percent of families used an Early Head Start center and 14 percent
used other child care centers (Table 1X.6). Apother one-third of families relied on a relative—
most often a grandparent or great-grandparent—as their primary child care provider. Twelve
percent of families used -a nonrelative child care provider as their primary child care
arrangement. Finally, 21 percent of families did not use any child care arrangements during the
first 15 months after enrollment.

A substantial proportion of children received some child care from their primary provider
during nonstandard work hours. Almost half the children received care from their primary child
care provider during early morning hours. Twenty-seven percent received care during evenings.
Smaller proportions received care durin'g weekends and overnight (Table IX.6).

Farﬁilies enrolled in the center-based programs were most likely to have used child care
during the first two follow-up periods (90 percent), followed by families enrolled in mixed-
approach programs (80 percent) and home-based programs (72 percent) (Table 1X.5). Seventy

percent of the families in the center-based programs received Early Head Start center-based care.

*The follow-up surveys collected detailed information on child care use during the follow-up
period, and it was possible to construct measures pertaining to the first 15 months of followup
for each sample member, even though the full length of followup varied. These measures are
more comparable across sample members than measures pertaining to the full follow-up period,
which varies in length across sample members.

203 22D



“pourad dn-mof[oy oY) SuLmp SINOY JSOW Y} I0J AIBD POAISJAI P[IYD SN0 Y} YOIyMm Ul JuswdFuelre o s juswafuelre a1ed piiyo Arewnd oy,
‘asuodsaruou KaAIns 10 pajyStom a1e pue dnoid oy ur sweidoid sso1oe soejusorod a3eIoAL a1k S9FLIUSOIS] ‘HLON

“JUSWI[[OIUS 9} € SYIUOW 9| pue / JO 35BIIAR UB PIJONPUOD SMIIAINU] d[)-MO[[0] SIITAISG JUaIed  HDINOS

9¢€00¢ ILE-LEE © L9t 0EE 09¢-7¢E 661tV 077-L0T  6LOT0L6 saz1g djdureg
€l 0T 4 01 4 4 I WBULAQ
0c 14! 14! 91 L1 el 91 SpUSyaam
8y Ly o w 8v 4 Sy sguruwow Ajreg
8C . 9z LT LT 8T LT LT s3uruoag
:3uninp 2185 pepnjour juswoguelre -
Arewid 9soym UIP[IYD JO 9FLIUSISJ mﬂ
QN
I 0 I 0 I 0 I JI0M 1O [00YDS Je JuaTed o
9 6 4 L L 4 9 9ATIE[SI IOYJOUY «
91 0z 31 0z 61 Sl 31 yuatedpuei3-jeaid 10 jusredpuern)
8 9 01 L I1 S 8 yuareddays 10 Juared
61 6 01 £l 91 S 4! SANE[IUON
91 4 el 14! L1 9 14! 19)uad a1ed PIIYD
14! LT 9T 61 I S 0T 1e)S pedy A[reg/urels pesH
61 9T 81 0c 6C 01 IC JuSWASURLIE 218D P[IYD ON
. :Sem JudwoguelIe
Arewrad 9soym USIP[IYD JO 93BIUSIISJ
sioyuowe(dw]  siuowddw]  s1ojuowdjduy Swe13o1g sweigo1d sweigory — sweidoid
gerdwoouy e Apeqg yoeorddy  paseg-owoy peseq nv
-paxIN -13)ua))
SdNOYODLNS
NVIO0Ed AT A9 ‘SHLINOW ST 1S¥Id ONIENA SAITINVA WVID0dd A9 SN SINTFWIONVIIY TV dTTHO AdVIANTEAd
9XId1dV.L
_O
&l

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



The remaining 20 percent of families who received child care received it from other sources and
did not use the Early Head Start center (Table IX.5). Many of these families are likely to be
those who had dropped out of Early Head Start by the time of the second follow-up interview
(but were still participating in the research).

In center-based programs, nearly half of children received care in concurrent arrangements
(Table IX.5). This suggests that Early Head Start centers did not provide child care during all
the hours that families needed care, and many families supplemented Early Head Start center
care with secondary arrangements.

Families in programs that were early implementers were more likely than families in other

programs to use center-based care and to use Early Head Start center-based care (Table IX.5).

This pattern of child care use reflects in part the fact that two out of the four center-based

programs—those with the highest participation rates—were early implementers.

b. Intensity of Child Care Use

Many program children received child care for substantial amounts of time during the first
15 months after enrollment. On average, children received child care for 16 hours a week. One-
third of program children were in child care for an average of 20 hours a week or more (Table
IX.7). About half of these children—15 percent overall—attended center-based care for at least
20 hours a week, on average, during the first 15 months. Twelve percent attended Early Head
Start centers for at least 20 hours a week, on average (Table IX.7).

Many program children were in child care arrangements during a large portion of the first 16
months after enrollment in Early Head Start. Approximately half the children received child care

for at least 60 percent of the combined follow-up period (Table IX.8).
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As would be expected, children in center-based programs received more intensive child care
services, on average, than children in home-based or mixed-approach programs. Over half of
children in center-based programs received at least 20 hours of child care a week, on average,
compared with one-third of children in mixed-approach programs and slightly less than one-
quarter of children in home-based programs (Table IX.7). Nearly three-quarters of children in
center-based programs received child care for at least 60 percent of the follow-up period,
compared with half the children in mixed-approach programs and 42 percent in home-based
programs (Table IX.8).

Children in programs that were early implementers received more hours of center-based
child care and Early Head Start center-based care, on average, than children in other programs
(Table IX.7). 'They were also more likely to receive care for the entire 15 months after

enrollment (Table IX.8).

¢. Child Care Costs

Three-fourths of families reported no out-of-pocket child care costs. Some families received
free child care from relatives or an Early Head Start center, and some families received child
care subsidies to cover the cost. One-quarter of all program families reported receiving a child
care subsidy for any arrangement during the first 15 months after enrollment (Table IX.9).
Eleven percent reported receiving a subsidy to pay for care in a center-based arrangement, and 6

percent reported receiving a subsidy for pay for care in an Early Head Start center."

"9 Approximately one-fifth of families in center-based programs who received Early Head
Start center care reported receiving a subsidy to help defray the costs of that care. Several Early
Head Start programs offering center-based care required that families eligible for state child care
subsidies apply for them. The families reporting subsidies for Early Head Start care were
probably families who were eligible and worked with the program to obtain child care subsidies.
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On average, program families reported paying $5.41 per week out of pocket for child care
during the first 15 months after enrollment (Table IX.9). The variation in child care costs was

only slight across different types of programs.

6. Services for Children with Disabilities

According to the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards, at least 10 percent
of programs’ caseloads must consist of children with identified disabilities.

By the time of the second followup, 5 percent of program families reported that their child
had an identified disability (Table IX.10). The proportion of children with identified disabilities
ranged from 0 to 13 percent across programs (not shown). The parents’ reports of identified
disabilities may underreport them, however.!! It is also important to keep in mind that the
follow-up interviews were conducted over a fairly long period (because enrollment in the
research sample occurred over an approximately two-year period), during which the programs
also served nonresearch families; thus these percentages do not necessarily reflect the percentage
of children with identified disabilities served by the program at any given point in time.

Reported rates of identification of disabilities varied by program approach and degree of
implementation. On average, center-based programs had the highest proportion of children with
identified disabilities (6 percent), possibly as a result of increased opportunities for observing

children in center-based settings. Parents in fully implemented programs were only slightly

parent-reported rates of identification of children with disabilities are substantially lower
than programs’ reports of children’s disability status. According to program staff, by summer
2000 (when most children had reached age 3) 13 percent of children, on average, had been
identified as eligible for early intervention services (ranging from 4 to 30 percent across
programs). Children were considerably older in summer 2000 than at the time of the second
followup, when they were, on average, only 20 months old, so it is likely that more children were
identified as they got older, and that the parent-reported proportion of identified children may
increase in later rounds of data collection. It is also possible that parents did not accurately
report their children’s disability status, in part because a variety of names are used across states
to refer to services for children with disabilities.
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TABLE IX.10

RECEIPT OF SERVICES FOR CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES DURING THE FIRST 16 MONTHS, FOR
THE FULL SAMPLE AND KEY PROGRAM SUBGROUPS

Average Percentage of Families Whose:

Child Was ; Child’s Early
Eligible for Early Child Received Intervention Services
" Intervention Early Intervention =~ Were Coordinated with Sample
Services Services Early Head Start Sizes
Full Sample 5 3 2 1,091-1,109
Program Approach in 1997
Center-based 6 4 4 219-223
Home-based 5 4 514-520
Mixed-approach 3 2 1 358-366
Pattern of Implementation
Early implementers 5 4 3 372-380
Later implementers 5 3 3 387-389
Incomplete implementers 4 2 2 332-340

SOURCE: Parent Services Follow-Up Interviews conducted an average of 7 and 16 months after enrollment.

NOTE: Percentages are average percentages across programs in the given group and are weighted for survey
nonresponse. :

*Key services include home visits, case management meetings, center-based child development/child care services,
and/or group activities such as parenting classes or group socializations.

®More than one Early Head Start home visit, more than one Early Head Start case management meeting, at least two
weeks of center-based child development/child care, and/or Early Head Start group activities.

°More than one Early Head Start home visit and/or at least two weeks of center-based child development/child care.
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more likely (5 percent) to report that their children had identified disabilities and received early
intervention services, but although the percentages are small, children in the early implementers
were twice as likely to have received intervention services (4 versus 2 percent) (Table IX.10).
Not all families who reported that their child had an identified disability had received early
intervention seryices by the time of the second followup, perhaps partly because of the time
required to set up services after identification. On averag;:, 3 percent of families reported that
their child had received early intervention services. The percentage who reported receiving early
intervention services ranged from 0 to 8 percent across programs. Two percent of families
reported that their child’s early intervention services were being coordinated with the Early Head

Start program (Table IX.10), élso ranging from O to 8 percent of families across programs.

7. Child Health Services

The revised Head Start Program Performance Standards require programs to ensure that
all children have a regular health care provider and access to needed health, dental, and
mental health services. Within 90 days of enrollment, programs must assess whether
each child has an ongoing source of continuous, accessible health care; obtain a
professional determination as to whether each child is up-to-date on preventive and
primary health care; and develop and implement a follow-up plan for any health
conditions identified.

All children had received some health services by the second followup (Table IX.11).
Nearly all children received some immunizations by the time of the second followup (97 percent
of all program children). More than 90 percent of children had visited a doctor. Program
families reported that 88 percent of children had visited a doctor for at least one checkup, and 71
percent had visited a doctor for treatment of an acute or chronic health problem (Table IX.11).
Differences by program approach or pattern of implementation were not great for most of the
health services, although children in the early-implemented programs had substantially higher

rates of visiting a doctor for illness or injury (85 percent, compared with two-thirds or less for

families in latef-implemented and incompletely implemented programs). By the time of the
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second followup, when children were 20 months old, on average, few children (11 percent) had
visited a dentist (Table IX.11). The low percentage of children receiving dental care reflects in
large part the fact that dental care and insurance providers often do not recommend dentist visits
before age 3. Slightly more children in early-implemented programs (12 percent) had visited a
dentist, compared to children in later-implemented and incompletely implemented programs (10
percent each). Although children in center-based programs were twice as likely to have visited a
dentist as children in mixed-approach programs (17 versus 8 percent) differences by
implementation pattern were small.

More than half of program children received at least one diagnostic or screening test, such as
a hearing test, lead test, or urinalysis (Table IX.11). Across programs, the proportion of children
who were tested or screened by the second followup varied widely, ranging from 37 to 78
percent (not shown).‘ In center-based programs, 60 percent of children received testing or
screening, compared with 53 percent in home-based programs and 55 percent in mixed-approach
programs (Table IX.11). Interestingly, children in incompletely implemented programs were
more likely (63 percent) than early- (53 percent) or later-implemented programs (51 percent) to
complete testing or screening. One of those programs was housed in a health facility.

Many prog'ram children (42 percent) had visited an emergency room by the time of the
second followup (Table IX.11). Across programs, the proportion of children who had visited an
emergency room ranged from 22 to 66 percent (not shown). Nearly half of children in center-
based programs visited an emergency room, compared with 42 percent in home-based progréms
and 38 percent in mixed—apbroach programs (Table IX.11). More children in early-implemented
programs visited an emergency room (47 percent), compared to later-implemented (34 percent)

and incompletely implemented programs (45 percent).
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8. Family Health Services

The Head Start Program Performance Standards require programs to develop family
partnerships and work collaboratively with families to identify and continually access,
either directly or by referral, community services and resources that respond to the
families’ needs and goals. These include services to meet families’ physical and mental
health care needs and goals.

Neafly all families (98 percent) received some health services by the time of the second
followup (Table IX.12). The proportion of families who received any health services ranged
from 85 to 100 percent across programs-(not shown), but did not differ very much for families in
different types of programs or in programs with different implementation patterns.

At least one family member in 68 percent of families had visited a dentist by the time of the
second followup. Similarly, at least one family member in nearly two-thirds of program families
visited an emergency room by the second followup (Table IX.12). Families in center- and home-
based programs' were somewhat more likely than families in mixed-approach programs to have
had a family member visit a dentist. More families visited a dentist in early-implemented
programs than in later-implemented or incompletely implemented programs.

Fewer families reported receiving mental health services. By the time of the second
followup, 16 percent of families reported that at least one family member had received treatment
for an emotional or mental health problem, and 3 percent reported that at least one family
member had received drug or alcohol treatment (Table 1X.12). Early-implemented programs led

in families’ receipt of mental health services over later-implemented and incompletely

implemented programs.

9. Other Family Development Services

As noted in the last section, the Head Start Program Performance Standards require
programs to form partnerships with families and provide or link them with community
services and resources that will help them meet their goals. The performance standards
specifically direct programs to help parents identify and access, either directly or by
referral, education- and employment-related programs and resources.
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Most primary caregivers (83 percent) reported receiving education-related services by the
time of the second followup (Table IX.13). Two-thirds of primary caregivers reported talking to
a case manager about education services, and slightly more than half reported attending school or
a job training program (Table IX.13). The proportion of families who reported talking to a case
manager about education was substantially higher in home-based and mixed-approach programs
(73 percent) than in center-based programs (47 percent) (Table IX.13).

Two-thirds of program families reported receiving some employment-related services by the
time of the second followup (Table IX.13). Twenty-two percent of families reported receiving
job search assistance by the second followup, and 61 percent of families reported talking to a
case manager about finding a job or job training (Table IX.13). Two-thirds of families in home-
based and mixed-approach programs reported talking to a case manager about employment,
compared with 44 percent in center-based programs (Table IX.13).

Families enrolled in programs that were incomplete implementers were most likely to receive
education- and employment-related services by the time of the second followup. Eighty-eight
percent received education services (talked to a case manager about education and/or attended an
education or training program), and 73 percent received employment-related services (talked to a
case manager about finding a job or received job search assistance). Families enrolled in the
programs that were early implementers received slightly lower levels of education- and
employment-related services (Table IX.13). The high levels of service receipt in these areas in
the incomplete implementers reflects the strong emphasis that some programs in this group
placed on family support.

Many families received other family support services. Nearly 30 percent of program
families received transportation assistance (Table IX.13). More families in mixed-approach and

home-based programs than in center-based programs received transportation assistance. Half of
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program families received housing assistance (public housing, rent subsidy, help ﬁnding
housing, and/or energy assistance) by the time of the second followup (Table IX.14). Families in
home-based programs were more likely to receive any housing assistance, help finding housing,
emergency housing, and energy assistance, but families in center-based programs were more
likely to receive assistance with public housing or with rent subsidies. Receipt of housing
assistance, especially receipt of public housing or rent subsidies, was higher among families in
incompletely implemented programs, which might reflect the greater emphasis on family support
in these programs or greater needs for housing assistance in the areas served by the incompletely

implemented programs.

C. ENGAGEMENT IN SERVICES

To achieve their goals and influence child and family outcomes, Early Head Start programs
must engage families in program services and activities (that is, they must gain the parent’s and
child’s attention and involve them actively in program activities) and continue engaging them
over time. The extent to which children and families benefit from Early Head Start participation
is likely to depend in part on the quality and duration of their involvement in program services
and activities during their enrollment.

In addition to asking parents about their participation in Early Head Start and other services
and activities, we asked program staff in summer 2000 to rate each family’s engagement in the
program during the time they were enrolled. Staff members were asked to use the following
ratings for each family:

o Consistent High Engagement: The family was consistently highly engaged in the

program throughout its enrollment—the family kept most appointments, was actively

engaged in home visits and group activities, and (when applicable) the child attended
the center regularly.
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o Variable Engagement: The family’s engagement varied during its enrollment—the
family was sometimes highly engaged in the program, and at other times, the family’s
engagement was low.

o Consistent Low Engagement: The family’s engagement in the program was
consistently low throughout its enrollment—the family kept some appointments but
missed and canceled frequently, did not engage actively in home visits and group
activities, and (when applicable) the child was often absent from the center.

e No Engagement. The family was not engaged in the program at all.

e Can’t Remember: Staff could not remember how engaged the family was.

Staff provided the ratings in summer 2000, when more than 80 percent of the research
families had left the program because their child turned 3 years old or for other reasons (the
remaining families were still engaged in the program).'> Thus, the ratings pertain to a longer
period than is covered by the first two parent services follow-up interviews. Sixteen of the 17
research programs provided ratings for their research families.

The engagement ratings provided by program staff show that on average, slightly more than
one-third of the research families became highly engaged in program services (Table IX.15).
Consistent with the families’ reports of their program participation, the staff reported that only 7
percent of families, on average, did not become engaged in the program at all.

The extent to which program staff rated families as highly engaged varied substantially
across sites, however, ranging from 20 to 74 percent (not shown). The staffs of three programs
reported that at least half the research families enrolled in their program were highly engaged.

Center-based programs were more likely than home-based or mixed-approach programs to
report that families were highly engaged. Center-based programs reported that 47 percent of

families, on average, were highly engaged in Early Head Start throughout their enrollment. In

12Staff rated all families who had ever been enrolled even though some families had left the
program at the time of the ratings.
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contrast, 39 percent of families, on average, in home-based (and 38 percent in mixed-approach)
programs were reported to have been consistently highly engaged (Table IX.15).

Early full implementation is associated with higher levels of program engagement. The

early-implemented programs reported that a higher proportion of families became highly
engaged in the program (44 percent, on average). The later-implemented programs reported the
smallest percentage of families, on average, as highly engaged (31 percent) (Table [X.15).
The engagement ratings provided by program staff are generally consistent with the information
families provided in the first two parent services follow-up interviews. Nearly all families (93
percent) who reported receiving more than minimal Early Head Start services (more than one
home visit, more than one case management meeting, center-based child development services,
and/or group activities) during the first two follow-up periods were rated by program staff to
have had low, variable, or high program engagement. Staff members were unable to rate the
engagement of 4 percent of these families, probably because the staff members who worked with -
them were no longer employed by the program. 13

The duration of famlilies’ participation in the program also varied. According to program
records, among the research families who had left the program, approximately half participated
for at least two years, and half participated for less time. In 3 of the 16 programs (one center-
based, one home-based, and one mixed-approach), nearly two-thirds of the research families

participated for at least two years. In contrast, in three other programs, only slightly more than

BA few families (1 percent) did not report receiving more than minimal Early Head Start
services during the first two follow-up periods, but were rated by program staff as highly
involved. An additional 2 percent of families did not report receiving more than minimal Early
Head Start services in the first two parent services follow-up interviews, but were rated by
program staff as having variable engagement in the program. These families may have become
more involved in the program later, but may also have underreported Early Head Start services in
the interviews.
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one-third of the research families participated for at least two years. A higher proportion of
families were enrolled for at least two years in the mixed-approach programs (61 percent) than in
the home-based and center-based programs (47 percent).

Research families left the programs for a varietyrof reasons. Of the families who had left
when staff rated their engagement, approximately one-third had graduated or transitioned out of
the program and one-fourth moved before completing the program. Nearly one-third of the
families either were terminated by staff because of poor attendance or lack of cooperation or
asked to be removed from the program rolls. Families’ reasons for leaving were similar among
the home-based, center-based, é.nd mixed-approach programs, except that home-based programs
were much more likely to report that they terminated families” enrollment for poor attendance or
lack of cooperation, while other types of programs were more likely to report that families asked

to be removed from the program rolls.

1. Local Research on Program Engagement

Several researchers working in partnership with Early Head Start research programs have
studied families’ engagement in program services. In three boxes, we see examples of local
research studies that have delved more deeply into understanding levels of engagement and
exploring the nature of program engagement. In the first box, Paul Spicer of the University of
Colorado describes the meaning of participation in the Early Héad Start program at Family Star
in Denver. Using ethnographic research methods, he describes how parents attributed changes in
their children to their participation in Family Star, a center-based program. This in turn led
parents to become more engaged with the program and to implement elements of program
practices at home.

Maggie McKenna, a research partner of the Families First Early Head Start program in

Kent, Washington, has also conducted ethnographic research to better understand program
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engagement. In the next box, she describes home visits with one family and what these home
visits meant to this family. This example shows that for some families, what appears to be a low
level of family engagement may in fact be very meaningful for the family.

In the third box, Beth Green and Carol McAllister, researchers working with the University
of Pittsburgh Early Head Start program, use a combination of quantitative and qualitative

methods to understand the reasons that some families have low levels of participation.

2. Family Risk Factors and Program Participation

Some programs’ local research partners have worked with program staff to understand
family risk factors that may interfere with families’ participation in Early Head Start. In the
following box, the University of Kansas researchers who are working with the Project EAGLE

Early Head Start in Kansas City, Kansas, describe the risk factors they have identified.

D. THE MATCH BETWEEN FAMILIES’ EARLY NEEDS AND SERVICE USE IN
SPECIFIC AREAS

Identifying and articulating needs and goals often requires getting to know families over
time and developing relationships with them. Interactions with staff members over time may
also lead families to recognize needs that they did not perceive at the time they enrolled. Nf;eds
also change. For this study, we obtained “snapshots” of families’ needs at the time they enrolled
in Early Head Start (as part of the application and enrollment process with staff) and when they
completed the follow-up parent services interviews approximately 7 and 16 months after
enrollment. Care must be taken in interpreting the information below on families’ levels of need,
especially in sénsitive areas such as social support, for two reasons: (1) these survey-based
snapshots may miss frequent changes in family situations; and (2) some families may not have

revealed all their needs, particularly at the time of enrollment.
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Ethnographic Perspectives on Engagement at Family Star Early Head Start

Paul Spicer
University of Colorado Health Sciences Center

The Early Head Start program at Family Star built upon the program’s established commitment to Montessori
early childhood education for children aged 0 to 5. Full-day child development services for Early Head Start
children were provided in eight classrooms: two infant environments, five toddler environments, and a Bridge
classroom designed to expose older children to more advanced Montessori materials. Family Star also provided a
comprehensive set of health and family services, including a substantial commitment to mental health services for
children and families, in addition to a monthly educational parent night. At the center of the program’s model,
though, was a commitment to change families by changing their children; the ethnographic research was designed to
examine the extent to which the program was able to accomplish these ends.

Following a year of participant-observation in the program’s classrooms, 12 families were recruited into the
home visit component of the ethnographic research. These families were selected only if their children had
participated in the program over their first year of enrollment. Thus, this research cannot address the meaning of the
program for those families who withdrew during their first year of program enrollment. While we have alternative
sources of information for these families (such as program reports on reasons for withdrawal), we focus here on the
meaning of the intervention for families whose children regularly attended the program. With only one exception,
the 12 families that participated in this intensive ethnographic work remained enrolled in the program until their
children turned 3 and moved on to other settings.

The ethnographic study design involved three visits to participating families’ homes over the course of their
child’s second year in the program. These visits began when the family had been in the program for one year, with
two additional visits at six-month intervals after that. In all cases, mother and child participated, but if fathers were
involved in the lives of their children, every effort was also made to include them. The focus of conversation during
these visits was on the meaning of the program to the family, especially the changes in their children that they
attributed to the program and the ways in which they were attempting to use elements of program philosophy in their
own parenting.

This ethnographic work underscored the value that these families placed on the program approach. All parents
emphasized positive aspects of their children’s development that they attributed to the program, especially the
independence that their children demonstrated and the pace of their children’s developing interest in and
engagement with the world around them. Many of these parents pointed to how much more advanced their child
seemed to be compared to their other children at the same age or other children in their families and neighborhoods.
Seeing their children develop in these ways often made these parents quite ardent advocates for the program’s
philosophy, and all of them had tried to incorporate elements of the program’s classroom design in their homes (for
example, by keeping their children’s toys in a place where they could get them on their own or by setting up a small
table and chair at which the child could work and/or eat). They also made efforts to reinforce classroom behavior
that the child brought to the home (for example, cleaning up after play or after a meal).

The experience of this group of parents at Family Star underscores the potential effectiveness of their program
model, which held that it would be possible to reach parents through their children. Our ethnographic work on the
reception of the program—its meaning and value to participating families—emphasizes that this program’s approach
has the potential to powerfully impress parents and to instill in them a commitment to learning how to amplify these
program effects in their own homes.

25648




RELUCTANT HOME VISIT IS A MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENT FOR PARENT

Maggie McKenna
University of Washington

The Child Development home visitor’s repeated requests to schedule a home visit with a 19-year-old mother
would be met with the mother’s unenthusiastic “O.K.” The home visitor drove weekly to an apartment complex of
three-story buildings where children stood in the parking lot kicking rocks and stopped to look at any car that drove
into the lot and infringed on their play area. The home visitor would walk up a flight of stairs covered with torn
indoor/outdoor carpet toward a second-story apartment. The home visitor’s loud knocks at the mother’s apartment
door were met by the mother, who wordlessly motioned to the home visitor to enter. The home visitor sat on the
floor in a living room furnished only with one tired old plaid-upholstered sofa. The 4-month-old infant was in an
infant carrier placed on the floor, out of the mother’s touch, but the mother could see her son as she sat on the sofa.

The home visitor talked to the young mother about the child’s eating patterns and usual daily activity. The
home visitor’s eager questions about the child’s wiggling fingers and reaching for a bottle were met by the mother’s
reply that she fed the infant as quickly as possible and discouraged the child from reaching or grasping. This reply
and what the home visitor assessed as a lack of tactile stimulation for the infant prompted the home visitor to
encourage the mother to hold the child and stimulate the infant’s motor development. The mother did slowly
demonstrate the touches and gentle positioning shown by the home visitor, but did not talk to the home visitor of
feeling more at ease with the infant. The home visitor’s continued weekly visits always met with the mother’s very
brief verbal responses.

When the mother announced that she was moving to be near relatives in another state, she agreed to a closing
interview with another person from the program staff. The interviewer met the mother, and they sat and talked for
an hour on the stairs outside the apartment, watching and listening to older children playing in the parking lot. This
mother who had responded only with one-word replies on weekly visits stated that she had actually looked forward
to the visits. The mother looked up and smiled as she said the home visitor had been the only person who ever
listened to what she said, who had provided her with information, and who asked her how she was and showed
patience to hear the mother’s reply. The mother replied, “She [the home visitor] talked to me. My boyfriend never
does that. She supported me, and she acted like she had all the time in the world to be here.” The mother
volunteered that she appreciated how the home visitor showed her to hold and feed her son. The parent did not
know how to express to the home visitor that she had learned more in their time together than she could recall ever
spending with anyone else.

The mother’s hesitation and nonverbal behavior that the home visitor struggled to assess were really the result
of the young mother not having any social experience or previous interactions that prepared her to receive a friendly
and knowledgeable visitor into her home. In separate interviews, the Program Staff learned that the mother had
grown up in relatives’ homes and in foster families and that her memories were of moving to another place
whenever she was too much to care for. She did not recall any person as influencing her or helping her as a child.
The relationship-building time invested by the home visitor had brought a sense of confidence to the parent she had
never experienced before. The home visits were the only meaningful interaction that the mother had experienced
and helped her to interact more appropriately with her own son to break the cycle and prevent a recurrence of
detached, withdrawn parenting in another generation.
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Which Families Are Engaged, and Why?

Beth L. Green and Carol McAllister
NPC Research, Inc., and University of Pittsburgh

Researchers and practitioners in the Pittsburgh Early Head Start program have been working to understand the
factors associated with families’ participation in program services. Although Early Head Start services are designed
to be comprehensive and intensive, delivered over a three-year time span, many families leave the program before
they have received many services and are difficult to engage actively. Using both quantitative and qualitative
methods, we investigated reasons for low participation in services and examined family and contextual
characteristics that may be related to program engagement.

Following training provided by the research team, two sets of program staff rated each family (n=101) on
scales measuring engagement in program services. Staff rated each family in terms of their (1) ease of engagement
in services (easy, difficult, or very difficult to engage); and (2) level of engagement (never, somewhat, or very
involved). Correlations between ratings made by the two different groups of staff were high (ranging from r=.67to
r=.93), so ratings were averaged for final analysis.

Families’ ratings were then correlated with a number of measures collected through a baseline interview.
These interviews were collected within 60 days of program enrollment, and included measures of social support,
self-efficacy, depression, coping style, sense of cultural identity, and relationship with the child’s father. Eight
families and the Early Head Start program staff that they work with were also given open-ended, qualitative
interviews to explore in greater depth issues regarding participation and family needs. ’

Results indicated that families tended to be either easy to engage (49%) and very involved (39%) or difficult to
engage (32%) and never involved (35%). Further, a large percentage of families (44%) remained in the program for
less than one year; in fact, the program dropped 27 percent of the families because of a lack of participation.
Clearly, participation was a significant problem for a substantial number of families.

We examined correlations between engagement ratings and the parent reports from the baseline interviews.
Results indicated that families who were easier to engage tended to be less able to afford things for their families
(r=.29). However, they also showed a more positive coping style (r=.21) and sense of cultural identity (r=.32), were
higher in social support (r=.33), and were more likely to have an involved father figure (r=.27) (all correlations
significant, p<.05). '

Qualitative interviews suggested that engaged families entered the program with a clear sense of their goals
and a better ability to seek out support when needed. Staff also identified a group of parents who entered the
program with concrete needs and were engaged initially, but became less engaged over time. Staff identified two
key reasons for a lack of family engagement, including (1) a lack of time, usually related to work and school
schedules (especially since the onset of welfare reform); and (2) a lack of social/emotional resources to establish
relationships with program staff and other families.

Results of both quantitative and qualitative data collection suggest that “easy to engage” families are those who
enter with more social/emotional resources, such as existing social support networks, positive coping skills, and the
ability to seek help when needed. Further, it is clear that there is a significant subgroup of parents who are difficult
to engage and at high risk for dropping out of program services. These parents appear to enter the program with
different social/emotional characteristics, compared to highly engaged parents. Clearly, it is important for both
researchers and practitioners to continue to try to understand more about the reasons that families participate or not,
and how varying levels of participation and engagement may influence program outcomes.




Family Risk Factors and Participation in Early Head Start
Jean Ann Summers, Jane Atwater, and Judith Carta
University of Kansas

A study completed by the Kansas Research Partners identified types of risk factors that appear to impede
parents’ ability to participate fully in Early Head Start programs.' Researchers observed case conferences in the
Project EAGLE Early Head Start program from May through July of 1998. At that time, Project EAGLE served
families primarily in home visits, and supervision consisted in part of weekly case conferences with each home
visitor to discuss each family in her caseload.? The primary purpose of each case conference was to identify
emerging problem areas for the family and to brainstorm possible resources or actions to address the issues. As a
result, the case conferences did not focus on family strengths or general characteristics, nor did they provide a
summary of all interventions provided to each family, since those that were going well were not discussed. The case
conferences provided, however, an opportunity to learn more about the risk factors program staff perceived as
interfering with the family’s abilities to reach their goals and engage in the program’s parenting curriculum. Risk
factors discussed in these conferences fell into two categories: (1) self-sufficiency issues, and (2) mental health and
socio-emotional issues.

Of the 128 self-sufficiency issues or needs that were mentioned in case conferences for 73 families, 25 percent
involved a need or goal to move off TANF assistance, and 22 percent involved a need for employment. Training
needs or goals were discussed for 20 percent of the families. Other issues or needs discussed included no
transportation (19%), inadequate housing (15%), poor budgeting skills (5%), and legal problems (10%).

Project EAGLE staff had previously identified nine family characteristics or risk factor categories that they
used to design assessments and interventions. During the case conferences for 73 families, references to these risk
factors occurred 210 times. These included mental health issues (21%); age/maturity issues (7%); family conflict or
support issues (14%); cognitive level issues (5%); problems with physical appearance (4%); parent health issues
(14%); and social behavior issues (for example, motivation level, problem-solving skills, and social skills) (12%).

A total of 59 mental health issues were discussed for 44 families. These involved depression (19%); substance
abuse (25%); domestic violence (31%); socio-emotional problems, such as anger control (8%), self-esteem (3%d),
and other specific mental health diagnoses (including bipolar, manic-depressive, grief issues, and suicidal
tendencies) (14%). 'In addition, specific issues related to poor problem-solving or coping skills were discussed for
23 families. These included poor follow-through on planned actions (17%), poor planning and organizational skills
(17%), low motivation or expectations (13%), impulsivity (13%), resistance to the program (13%), passivity (9%),
poor short-term memory (9%), poor social skills (4%), and actively engaged in denial (4%).

Some families had fewer risk factors than others. Because Early Head Start serves low-income families, the
self-sufficiency risk factors were fairly common among the families. With respect to the nine more-intangible risk
factors, the number mentioned in case conferences ranged from none (for seven families) to seven identified issues
(for two families). The mean number of risk factors was 0.97. The modal number of risk factors was 2 and 3, with
18 families identified with 2 and 3 factors, respectively.

lSummers, J. A., Atwater, J. E., and Carta, J. C. (1999). “Issues and Characteristics of Families Served in an
Early Head Start Program.” University of Kansas Juniper Gardens Children’s Program, Early Head Start Research
Project Working Paper No. 1.

2Case conferences lasted approximately three hours each week and involved between 8 and 12 families in each
session. The Local Researchers attended 12 conferences, involving 8 program Advocates. The total unduplicated
number of active cases reviewed in these conferences was 73. Transcripts of the case conferences were analyzed
using a coding sheet covering the primary research questions for the study, which included, among others, a tally of

types of risk factors or issues mentioned in each of the program areas.

£91




1. Summary of Needs

" When they enrolled, families were most likely to report héving needs in the areas of education
and employment." Slightly more than half the families indicated that the job they or their
partner had was inadequate or that they were unemployed and thus had needs for education or
employment (Table IX.16). Similarly, slightly more than half the families reported that they did
not have a high school diploma or GED, or that they had limited English-speaking skills. For
these caregivers, improving English-speaking skills and completing more edupation may have
been important for increasing their employment opportunities and for helping them gain access
to other services they needed.

For many families, the needs expressed when they enrolled also included child care, family
health care, apd transportation. Approximately one-third of the families reported that the
babysitting or child care for their children was inadequate or an urgent need (Table IX.16). For
most families, obtaining child care is essential for enabling parents to participate in education
programs or go to work. While some families have family members or relatives who can
provide child care while primary caregivers work or go to school, many do not."

All the families who enrolled in the Early Head Start research programs had health care
needs—all of them included a pregnant woman or had infants who needed regular well-child
examinations, immunizations, and screening tests. When they enrolled, nearly 30 percent
reported that their health care was inadequate to meet their needs or that it was an urgent need

(Table IX.16).

'“Many of the study families enrolled in Early Head Start around the time new welfare rules
were being implemented. These new rules included work requirements as a condition for
receiving cash assistance, as well as lifetime time limits on cash assistance. For many, the early
months of program participation were a time when families and staff were learning about the
new rules and exploring ways to meet the requirements and work toward self-sufficiency.

I5At the time of enrollment, about one-fourth of the applicants were pregnant.
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Having a reliable means of transportation is essential for obtaining and maintaining
employment, taking family members to health care appointments, attending Early Head Start
program activities, and gaining access to other important services and opportunities. When they
enrolled, one-quarter of all families reported that their transportation was inadequate or an urgent
need (Table IX.16).

Social support from family, friends, and community members is also important to the
success of low-income families who are striving toward self-sufficiency and effective parenting.
Nine percent of primary caregivers indicated that the availability of someone to talk to was
inadequate or an urgent need, 19 percent reported that their opportunities to participate in
community groups were inadequate or an urgent need, and 13 percent reported that the
availability of friends or family to help them was inadequate or an urgent need. Altogether,
nearly one-third of the primary caregivers who enrolled in Early Head Start with their children
expressed a social support need when they enrolled (not shown).

Fewer families expressed needs in other key areas. For example, 14 percent reported that
their housing or utilities were inadequate, and 13 percent reported that their information or
access to information about parenting was inadequate (Table IX.16).

Families’ reported needs at enrollment generally did nét differ substantially by program
approach or implementation pattern. One exception, however, is that families who enrolled in
the center-based programs were much more likely to express a need for child care (51 percent,
compared with 24 and 37 percent in home-based and mixed-approach programs, respectively)
(Table IX.16). Families enrolling in center-based programs and programs that wefe
implemented early were also less likely to report a need for parenting information or access to
parenting information (for example, 6 percent of center-based programs compared with 14 to 15

percent in the other types of programs).
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2. Match Between Needs and Services

To assess the extent to which the services families received during their first 16 months of
enrollment met the needs they expressed at the beginning or their enrollment, we divided
families into four groups for assessing each key potential area of need:

1. Those who reported a need at baseline and received a service in that need area during
the follow-up period

2. Those who reported a need at baseline and did not receive a service in that area
during the follow-up period

3. Those who reported no need at baseline but received a service in that area during the
follow-up period

4. Those who reported no need at baseline and did not receive a service in that area
during the follow-up period

Overall, by the second followup, most families had received services related to the needs
they expressed at enrollment. At least 85 percent of families who expressed a need reported
receiving services they needed in the areas of family health care, parenting information, child
care, and education (Table IX.17). Most families who expressed a need for employment and
housing reported receiving related services. However, in two areas—transportation and services
for children with disabilities—fewer than half of families with a need received services within
the first 16 months, on average, after enrollment.

In most areas of need, the match between reported service needs and use did not change
much after the first follow-up period. Most families who received services related to their
reported needs at enrollment began receiving them in the initial follow-up period. In child care
and education, some families who had a need at enrollment and did not receive services during
the first follow-up period began receiving services in the second follow-up period.

A high proportion of families who did not report a need at enrollment nevertheless received

related services. Some services, such as parenting information, are core Early Head Start
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services provided to virtually all families regardless of reported need. Thus, the proportion of
families who received services is similar among families who did and did not express a need
when they enrolled (Table IX.17). In other areas of need, families may have identified a need
after enrollment, or families’ needs may have changed as they progressed in the program, and

they received services to meet these emerging needs.

E. SUMMARY

The 17 Early Head Start research programs served diverse families with widely varying
needs and circumstances, and were successful in achieving high levels of participation among
them. Family participation patterns differed across programs. Like other home-visiting
programs, the Early Head Start home-based programs had difficulty providing the required
frequency of home visits—they succeeded in completing weekly visits with just over half their
families. The pattern was very similar for the mixed-approach programs. Case management
services overlapped considerably with home visitation, with the majority of families receiving
both. Family meetings with case managers occurred more frequently in home-based and mixed-
approach programs. Programs provided parenting education in different ways: center-based
prégrams used predominantly parenting classes or events, while home-based and mixed-
approach programs held more group activities with parents and children together.

Ten of the Early Head Start research programs provided center-based child developmént
services to some or all of their families, and many also arranged for quality care by working with
community partners. This meets important family needs, as quality, affordable, and accessible
child care is scarce for low-income families in the United States. Although children in center-
based programs received more intensive child care (at least 20 hours a week for more than half
of them) and child care for longer periods, children in all programs were in child care

~— rp

235



arrangements for substantial time during their first 15 months in the program. Largely because
of Early Head Start, three-fourths of the families reported no out-of-pocket child care costs.

Serving families with disabilities is as important to Early Head Start programs as it has
traditionally been throughout the history of Head Start. Program staff reported that 13 percent of
children across all programs had been identified as eligible for early intervention services (the
percentage is lower according to parent reports, but the interview question may have meant
something different to many parents). Parents in center-based programs reported the highest
identification rates. Programs were successful in ensuring that children and families received
health services—parents reported that all children had received some health services during the
evaluation period, with extremely high rates of immunizations and doctor visits for checkups.
Programs ensured that families received other health services as well, with about two-thirds of
all families having at least one member who received dental services. Early Head Start also
linked families with community services, and high percentages received education- and
employment-related services.

Program staff rated more than one-third of their families as being highly engaged in program
services. In both engagement and service receipt, the Early Head Start research programs often
showed considerable variation across the sites, with the variation associated with program
approaches and levels of implementation of the revised Head Start Program Performance
Standards. Based on the parents’ self-reports, programs that became fully implemented early
generally succeeded in delivering more frequent and intense services to their families than the

later-implemented or incompletely implemented programs.



X. PATHWAYS TO IMPLEMENTATION AND QUALITY

Early Head Start programs are expected to gro;;v and improve over time. In fact, the Head
Start Bureau has taken significant steps to ensure that staff monitor programs’ compliance with
the Head Start Program Performance standards, and the bureau provides guidance to programs
from the monitoring results. More important, however, programs are required to engage in
continuous improvement activities, and the Head Start Bureau has established a training and
technical-assistdnce system to support programs in their efforts to improve. New programs are
especially apt to grow and improve during their early years of operation, as they learn more
about families’ needs and the services and strategies that best address them.

Beyond the normal growth and development that programs are likely to experience over
time, changes in the cc;ntext in which they operate have required them to adjust and adapt. The
research programs, as well as all programs funded in the early waves of Early Head Sté.rt
funding, have had to adjust to several major changes. For example, the new welfare pélicies that
took effect in late 1997 drastically changed the needs and prospects of some families. Resources
for child care often increased, and the implementation of child care subsidies changed in some
places. Other significant policy changes occurred in particular states and communities.

Thus, we expected to observe changés as the research programs adapted their approaches
and made both adjustments in the implementation of particular services and improvements in the
implementation of key services. In fact, we saw substantial changes. The implementation and
quality ratings presented in the previous chapters reveal the substantial growth that the Early
Head Start research programs experienced between fall 1997 and fall 1999.

Stepping back from all the individual ratings and the particular areas of implementation and

quality, it is possible to discern trends in the directions that programs moved and 1dentify
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common strategies that programs used to respond to changing family needs and to meet the
performance standards. Other common program experiences, key events, and circumstances also
influenced the directions that programs took and the strategies they adopted. In this chapter, we
sﬁmmarize the major changes in approach and progress in implementation that programs made
during their early years, identify the common themes that characterize their early development, -
note other common experiences that influenced the programs, and identify other key events and
circumstances that influenced program pathways. The following sections also examine the
strategies that the programs adopted to accomplish needed changes, highlight noteworthy

accomplishments, and identify challenges that still lie ahead.

A. CHANGES IN APPROACH AND IMPLEMENTATION LEVELS OVER TIME

The research programs began with very different amounts of experience both in serving
families with infants and toddlers and in operating Head Start programs (Administration on
Children, Youth and Families 1999a). They also began with different plans for serving families
with infants and toddlers, based on the varying needs of these families in their communities.

Although we tried to identify a few common develoﬁmental pathways followed by the Early
Head Start research programs, the complexity of program services and the variations in
communities in which they operate made it impossible to do so. Although the research programs
share common pathways along particular dimensions, when we look across dimensions and
examine different combinations of changes, each of the 17 programs emerges as unique. It is
possible, however, to identify common types of changes the pfograms made or experienced

along particular.dimensions. We describe these next.
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1. Evolution in Program Approaches

Over time, program approaches to delivering services increased in complexity. The research
programs were initially divided about equally among center-based, home-based, and mixed-
approach strategies. By fall 1997, however, the home-based approach predominated.
Nevertheless, by fall 1999, only two home-based programs continued to rely exclusively on the
home-based approach; the others began delivering center-based services to some families either
directly or through formal partnerships with child care providers. The four exclusively center-

based programs remained center-based throughout the evaluation period.

2. Progress in Overall Program Implementation Over Time

According to our.implementation ratings, all the research programs made progress toward
full implementation of key elements of the performance standards during the evaluation period.
The patterns of ;:hange and growth, however, were quite diverse.

Six programs—the early implementers—reached full implementation in fall 1997 and
maintained that level in fall 1999. These programs benefited from experience, started with a
strong focus on child development, and were not hampered by early staff turnover or leadership
changes. They continued to refine and improve the quality of their services. Many also
expanded by adding children or services. The early implementers also built in greater
accountability over time by improving internal monitoring or staff supervision, or by improving
their service-tracking systems. Figure X.1 shows the growth of one of these programs.

Six programs were not fully implemented in fall 1997 but by fall 1999 had made significant
improvements and reached full implementation. These programs—the later implementers—
often received key feedback from Head Start Bureau monitors and promptly improved services

to meet the Head Start Program Performance Standards. They often had to shift the primary



1987

1989

1991

1993

1995

1997

1999

FIGURE X.1
TIMELINE OF AN EARLY IMPLEMENTER

Families
Served
Agency began home visiting program for families with children 0-5
45
Agency received CCDP and Even Start grants, created-an infant/toddler
120 center, increased community collaborations, and began helping families

220

270

gain access to comprehensive services

Agency received Parent-Child Center designation, received an Early
Head Start grant, increased focus on 0-3 year-olds, operated an on-site
child care center for children 0-3, and integrated state funding

Agency received an Early Head Start expansion grant and an interim Head
Start grant

Agency received permanent Head Start grant, received funding for
building renovations, and received state funding for full-day/full-year
center-based programs

Agency expands to 3 infant/toddler centers, creates indoor playground,
increases play groups in county, and opens 2 classrooms for children 3-5
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focus of their services from the family to the child. The home-based programs in this group
increased their attention over time to ensuring that child care for children who needed it was of
good quality. Early leadership changes were more common among the later implementers.

The remaining five programs—the incomplete implementers—were moderately
implemented in both fall 1997 and fall 1999. These were more likely to be new programs
serving families with infants and toddlers for the first time. They often received important
feedback from Head Start Bureau monitors but sometimes had trouble responding to it. They
frequently had to increase their focus on child development. The incomplete implementers were
more likely to experience high rates of staff turnover during their first year of operation and to
experience leadership changes. They were also more likely to have to change course midstream
as a result of difficulties with community partnerships. Like other programs, the incomplete
implementers increased their accountability over time by improving internal monitoring of

program services or staff supervision, and improving their tracking of service receipt.

B. THEMES CHARACTERIZING EARLY PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

We asked program staff to look back over their early years and identify the key events that
had made a difference in their program’s growth and development. From these reports and our
own observations of changes that were common across programs, we identified a number of

themes that characterized the early development of the Early Head Start research programs.

1. Increased Attention to the Revised Head Start Program Performance Standards

Programs received ongoing guidance from the Head Start Bureau and technical-assistance
providers to help them interpret the performance standards. In addition, the research programs
received Head Start Bureau monitoring visits between our 1997 and 1999 visits. These visits

clarified the standards in the context of each program, identified areas that programs needed to
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change in order to comply with the standards, and motivated staff to address these areas. Staff in
about half the research programs mentioned visits by their federal project officer or other

technical-assistance consultants as key events in their program’s development.

2. Increased Service Intensity

Many programs increased the frequency of home visits, the hours of child care they
provided in thei'r centers, and/or the frequency of group socializations as the requirements of the
Head Start Program Performance Standards became clearer and as family needs changed. One
home-based program planned initially to conduct home visits biweekly, but changed to weekly to
meet the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards, which took effect in January 1998.
One of the center-based programs initially offered part-time day care in its main child
development center, but increased its hours to help the growing number of families that needed
full-time child care in order to work toward self-sufficiency. Many programs increased the
frequency of group socialization activities to accommodate the varied schedules of families and

increase participation levels in group activities.

3. Increased Focus on Child Development

Some programs began with a family support focus and had to go through a process of
studying the performance standards, reevaluating their theories of change, and reexamining their
services. Increasing the child development focus of services often involved increasing the time
that was devotc;d to child development activities during home visits and parent activities,
changing curricula or emphases in home visits, engaging staff in intensive training on relevant
topics, and providing supervision to help staff focus more consistently on child development and
parent-child relationships during home visits. The increase in focus on child development

occurred, at least in part, in response to strong messages from Head Start Bureau monitors that
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although Early Head Start rests on four cornerstones, Early Head Start is a child development

program and the focus of services needs to be the child.

4. Refocused Efforts to Improve Child Care Quality and Availability

As it became clearer to programs that the Head Start Bureau required them to take
responsibility for the quality of child care arrangements that program children are in, many
programs began focusing on improving the availability and quality of that child care. Several
programs refocused their efforts to improve child care quality and availability from
community-level collaborations with child care providers and agencies. Either by helping Early
Head Start families find good child care arrangements or by working with providers to improve
the quality of their existing arrangements, they improved Early Head Start children’s access to
high-quality child care. Sometimes these efforts resulted in improvements in the quality of care .
for other children as well. Section C describes some of the strategies that programs used to

improve child care availability and quality for enrolled children.

5. Enhanced Participation in Program Services/Activities

Some programs made strong efforts to increase family involvement in services—for
example, participation in home visits and group socializations, and involvement of males in
program activities—and succeeded to some extent in doing so. Because the new welfare
requirements often led families to give priority to work-related activities, some programs
experienced low levels of participation in program services and searched for strategies for
improving it. In addition, programs recognized the importance of involving fathers as well as

mothers in program activities and devoted resources to reaching out to them.
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6. Expansion of Services

Many of the programs expanded their services during the evaluation period. To meet the
demand for Early Head Start services in their communities, some programs expanded the number
of children they served through new grants, either Head Start Bureau expansion grants or state
grants. In response to changing family heeds, and applying lessons from their initial experiences
serving families, other programs expanded their options for providing child development
services to children and families, helping them meet their child care needs, and ensuring that
those who needed child care received high-quality care. In particular, for some families, several
programs added a center-based option, either through partnerships with community child care
providers or by opening their own center. Other home-based programs added an option in which
they conducted visits to children both at home and in their child care setting. This expansion of
program options, which increased program complexity, improved the fit between program

services and family needs.

7. Evolution of Community Partnerships

As programs gained experience working with community partners and increased their focus
on child development services, they sometimes found that their initial partnerships had become
unproductive or that they were unable to overcome difficulties that had arisen with their partners.
Some ended partnerships that had become unnecessary or were unsuccessful. Over time, most of
the programs developed new community partnerships and joined interagency collaborative
groups, often with child care providers or Part C agencies.

Changes in partnerships sometimes caused setbacks or required programs to redesign
services, and sometimes they enabled programs to solve problems more quickly. Regardless,

staff often saw these changes as key events in their programs’ development. For example, one
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program initially worked with the local resource and referral agency on strategies to improve
child care quality, but staff members encountered problems in their relationship with the agency,
ended this partnership, and went back to the drawing board to develop new strategies for
promoting quality in Early Head Start children’s child care settings. In another program, after
staff encountered difficulties in working with their partners in continuous program improvement
and ended that relationship, they eventually hired a continuous program improvement researcher

to work with them.

8. Leadership Changes

Nine programs experienced director turnover during the evaluation period, although in three
cases the director moved to a higher position within the agency. Leadership changes sometimes
set back or stalled program progress. However, sbmetimes they also created opportunities for
positive change. For example, the newly hired program director in one program was unable to
build necessary relationships within the grantee agency and overcome staff morale problems, and
left the program after about one year. Other staff also left around the same time. The new
director, an employee with a long history with the grantee agency, hired new people who were
better suited th their jobs and in time created a staff with high morale and strong commitment to
the program. In other programs, the departure of the program director caused some activities to

be put on hold while the program sought a new director.

9. Staff Changes

Nearly all the research programs mentioned staff changes as key events in their program’s
development, including the addition of new staff members, staff turnover in key positions, new

' training for staff, and reallocations of staff responsibilities.



Many programs experienced moderate or high levels of staff turnover, which often disrupted
services. When programs were unable to fill staff openings quickly, families receiving home-
based services experienced periods of less-intensive or no services. Children and families also
lost the trustingrelationships they had built with the staff members who left, and new staff had to
establish new relationships with them. Staff turnover sometimes required programs to “start

over” with training staff and helping them obtain their CDA credential.

10. Shift Toward Providing Training and Technical Assistance

Some programs reported that in addition to receiving training and technical assistance, they
began providing it to other, newer Early Head Start programs. Because they were in the initial
waves of program funding and further along the pathway to full implenientation, the research
programs were often called on to share what they had learned and provide help to newer

programs in their region.

C. STRATEGIES FOR CHANGE

The common themes described above, as well as other changes that individual programs
made, generally came about through the conscious and concerted efforts of program staff. These
efforts employed some common strategies, which are described below. The strategies refer to

the types of actions that programs took, often as a result of the key events just described.

1. Using New Curricula and Assessment Tools

One strategy for increasing the emphasis on child development or strengthening the focus of
program services on the child was to add or change curricula. A number of programs added the
Creative Curriculum for Infants and Toddlers. One mixed-approach program began using a
common curriculum in its centers‘and in home visits to promote consistency and continuity when

families move between center-based and home-based services.
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Some programs added to or changed the child assessment tools they were using. Several
programs added the Ages and Stages Questionnaires, because they are parent-friendly and offer
an opportunity for parents to participate in and learn from the assessment process.

One program designed and implemented an outcomes/best practices tool for working with
families. It was designed to improve service quality and make services more consistent across

families.

2. Creating Early Head Start Child Care Centers

Several programs expanded their child development services by creating a child care center
for some program children and to provide a model for high-quality child care in the community.
In one case, the center was designed to provide respite child care services for a limited time to
families who needed it. In another case, the center had spaces for eight childreh, and plans were

in place for adding additional spaces.

3. Developing New Approaches to Improving Quality in Community Child Care Settings

During the evaluation period, the research programs began many efforts to improve the
quality of child care for Early Head Start children in the community. Program staff devoted
substantial time to these efforts, and worked hard to overcome the challenges presented by the
limited supply of good-quality infant and toddler child care in their communities and the limited
capacity of many community child care providers to make the changes necessary to meet the
Head Start Program Performance Standards. Because of these challenges, some programs
focused on training strategies for improving child care quality. Several programs and their
community partners began offering free training and materials to child care providers. One

program also offered a monetary payment for attending monthly training sessions.
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Several programs began assessing quality and working with center-based and family child
care providers to improve it. One program, as it worked with providers that cared for Early Head
Start children, created individual quality enhancement plans and offered incentives, materials,
and training to encourage and enable them to develop their plan. Staff members in that program
were also beginning to visit informal neighbor and relative caregivers monthly. ~Another
program began paying for child care for some children and worked with the funded providers
individually to improve quality. Most of these were family child care providers.

In addition to or in place of some home visits, several programs began visiting children in
their community child care settings. During these visits, staff members shared child
development information with the providers and, when possible, offered feedback on the care of
the program child. Through these visits, program staff built relationships with Early Head Start
children’s care providers and encouraged them to work in partnership with Early Head Start on

behalf of the child.

4. Creating Systems for Tracking Services More Effectively

Several research programs made changes in their management information system and/or
their data collection procedures to facilitate access to information about families’ receipt of
services, especially health services. One program hired a consultant who helped them implement
the Head Start Family Information System (HSFIS) and streamline their data collection
procedures.  Several other programs began using the HSFIS to track services or made
improvements to their existing tracking systems. The transition to using the HSFIS was
sometimes difficult for program staff, especially when staff were not accustomed to using a

computerized management information system or were used to a different system.



5. Ending Partnerships

As already noted, changing partnerships was an important theme of change for Early Head
Start programs. Sometimes partnerships ended or changed as a result of circumstances outside
the program’s control. Sometimes the programs accomplished important changes by ending
partnerships or forming new ones. As programs gained a better understanding of the importance
of focusing on child development services, they sometimes found that the initial partnerships
they had formed no longer met their needs and should be ended. For example, one program
initially relied on a collaborative agreement with another agency to provide child development
home visits, but the agency did not provide the number of visits Early Head Start required, nor
did it provide the needed support for Early Head Start staff in this areé. The program ended its
partnership with the agency, and staff members took direct responsibility for child development

services.

6. Forming New Partnerships and Strengthening Existing Ones

The breadth of partnefships the programs had with other community programs and agencies
increased over time. Programs found new partners to help them meet families’ needs. Programs
als6 continued participating in interagency collaborative groups, and in some cases increased
their leadership role in these groups (for example, one program became more visible and
accepted in the community over time, and the director gained leadership roles in new community
and statewide early childhood initiatives).

Many of the programs and their Part C partners began participating together in

SpecialQuest' and working together on joint goals for improving services to families and

'SpecialQuest refers to five-day workshops conducted as part of the Hilton/Early Head Start
Training Program, which is now part of the Head Start T/TA system. These began in 1998 with
funding from the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation. SpecialQuest emphasizes inclusion of infants
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children with disabilities. In fall 1999, program staff reported that participation in SpecialQuest
" had improved their relationships with Part C staff and that frontline staff in both programs
worked more effectively together on behalf of children with disabilities.

In their work on improving the quality of child care for enrolled children, many of the
research programs began developing partnerships with child care providers during the evaluation
period. These partnerships were both formal (involving contracts in which child care providers

agreed to meet the performance standards) and informal.

7. Reorganizing or Creating New Staff Positions

To strengthen their focus on child dévelopment, some programs created new positions and
either promoted existing staff or hired child development specialists or coordinators to support
frontline staff in this area. To boost efforts to ensure that children received immunizations and
needed health care and that staff had access to infant mental health expertise, some programs

created positions for nurses or infant mental health specialists.

8. Hiring New Staff into Existing Positions

Staff turnover presented opportunities for filling positions with new staff who better met the
needs of the program. Several programs experienced turnover and saw it as an opportunity to fill
positions with séaff better suited for the job. For example, in one program, many families who
enrolled in the program were headed by teenage parents (even though teenage parents were not

explicitly the target of program recruiting efforts). Many existing frontline staff did not like

(continued)

and toddlers with significant disabilities, nurturing relationships with families, and
building/maintaining relationships with early intervention partners. SpecialQuest teams are
formed in local communities and comprise Early Head Start staff, parents of infants/toddlers
with disabilities, and early intervention staff. The teams attend the workshops and are expected
to continue working together when they return to their communities.
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working with teenage parents, who present a unique set of challenges. As these staff left, the
program hired new staff members who were interested in and qualified to work with these

younger parents.

9. Providing Intensive Staff Training

A key strategy for programs that increased their emphasis on child development and
strengthening child development services was providing intensive training in that area to staff.
In one program, for example, the program’s continuous program improvement partner
(university researchers) provided an eight-week course on child development and working with
families and children at risk, for which staff received college credit. The program’s partner also
helped program managers arrange a Child Development Associate (CDA) class for staff and
providers who cared for Early Head Start children. |

During the evaluation period, the Head Start Bureau notified programs that by September
2003, at least 50 percent of all teachers in center-based programs nationwide must have at least
an associate’s degree in early childhood or a related field? Many of the research programs
began providing more support for staff members to work toward their degree, such as developing
individual plans for meeting this requirement, providing tuition support, and offering release
time. One program began sponsoring a community college course in child development and
gave enrollment priority to program staff and participants. Because some local colleges and
universities did not offer degrees in early childhood development, several programs had to work

with them to establish such a course of study.

Head Start Act, Section 648A (a) (2), October 1998.
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10. Strengthening Staff Supervision

Some programs strengthened their supervision and support for frontline staff by hiring
additional supervisory staff, spending more time with staff in supervisory activities such as case
conferences and observations of service delivery, and improving the consistency of supervision.
In one program, managers began providing monthly feedback on performance to individuai
home visitors. Another program made staff supervision more systematic and developed forms to
facilitate feedback to home visitors affer managers observed visits. Yet another implemented a
new schedule for meetings and supervision sessions and refocused them on substantive issues

(versus systems and process issues).

11. Increasing Staff Salaries

Several programs revised their salary scales in an effort to increase staff retention and
attempt to establish pay equity. Two programs developed new scales based on years of
experience and level of education, which in one of the programs dramatically increased the pay
of Early Head Start teachers with degrees. Another program, which operated multiple sites,
developed a new salary scale to make compensation equitable across sites and ensure that all
staff received medical benefits. Another increased salaries for teachers and assistants to make

them competitive with those of other child care professionals in the area.

12. Seeking Additional Funding

Some programs successfully sought additional grants to support their efforts to improve
child care quality or enhance their services in other ways. For example, one program obtained
state funds to expand the number of children it could serve and to hire additional staff members
who provide intensive training and supervision to home visitors and implement continuous

quality improvement activities. Another program recently received a state grant to develop
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formal partnerships with community child care providers to help them improve the quality of
care they provide and work toward meeting the Head Start Program Performance Standards.
Another strategy that some programs offering center-based care implemented for obtaining
additional funds was to require families to apply for child care subsidies. The subsidies freed up
Early Head Start funds for enhancing or expanding other services. Not only did additional
funding increase program resources, it diversified programs’ sources of funding and made them

less dependent on a single funding source.

D. PROGRAM EXPERIENCES INFLUENCING PATHWAYS

Other aspects of the research programs’ experiences, beyond the conscious strategies they
adopted, also influenced their directions and pathways. These include their experiences prior to

becoming Early Head Start programs.

1. Conversion from Comprehensive Child Development Programs

Some former Comprehensive Child Development Programs (CCDPs) had to shift the focus
of program services from the family to the child. As CCDPs, some of the Early Head Start
research programs emphasized family support and focused on supporting parents in their
parenting role. In these programs, staff had substantial knowledge of community resources and
experience in linking families with community services that address a broad range of parenting
issues and barriers to self-sufficiency. As Early Head Start programs, they were expected to
increase their focus on child development services and take responsibility for the quality of
children’s child care arrangements. In some brograms, staff resisted this shift in emphasis, and
program managers had to work with them over a period of time to get them to accept the

changes.
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The former CCDP programs also had to regain confidence after disappointing CCDP
evaluation results were released soon after they received Early Head Start funding. These results
showed that the CCDP programs had no enduring impacts five years after families enrolled in
the programs, although a pattern of positive impacts was found in one of the evaluation sites (St.

Pierre, Layzer, Goodson, and Bernstein 1997).

2. Addition of Early Head Start to Head Start Programs

The Early Head Start grantees that operated Head Start programs brought experience with
many components of the Head Start program—such as parent involvement activities, policy
councils, and community and family partnerships—to the new program. To incorporate Early
Head Start, these grantees had to shift their focus to include infants and toddlers. Staff who
moved from Head Start to Early Head Start had to adjust to new responsibilities and new work
schedules, and they needed to shift their focus to the special needs of infants and toddlers. When
training for Early Head Start and Head Start staff was integrated, training activities needed to be
reoriented to focus on infants and toddlers as well as preschool children.

Some Head Start programs had to learn to reallocate resources and promote effective
communication among staff members to become a seamless 0 to 5 program. Adding Early Head
Start to Head Start was not necessarily difficult, but when there were staffing or administrative
problems within the Head Start program, and Early Head Start was perceived as competing for
resources, tensions sometimes arose between staff members. Lack of communication between

Early Head Start and Head Start staffs also presented difficulties in some programs.

3. Community Programs Becoming Early Head Start Programs

Some new grantees brought substantial experience in serving families with infants and

toddlers to Early Head Start, but the programs did not have experience with Head Start
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requirements, such as one to establish a policy council. These programs had to become familiar
with the Head Start Program Performance Standards and figure out how to meet them in the
context of their agency and community. For example, one program that operated in a university
setting had to reconcile university rules for program decision making with the ﬁead Start

requirement that the Policy Council make the decisions.

E. CHANGES IN THE POLICY AND PROGRAM CONTEXT

The dynam'ic nature of the early implementation of the Early Head Start research programs
reflects in part their responses to a few key events and circumstances in their community, at the
state level, and nationwide. These include revisions to the Head Start Program Performance
Standards after programs were funded, welfare reform, changes in Medicaid programs, and

changes in local child care markets.

1. Revised Head Start Program Performance Standards

The enactment of the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards required some
programs to make changes in order to come into compliance. Sixteen of the research programs
were funded in the first wave of Early Head Start programs (all were in the first two waves),
before the revised Head Start Program Performance Standards went into effect. Thus, they were
at the forefront in seeking clarification of the new performance standards, and their experiences

and questions led to increased clarity in Head Start Bureau expectations.

2. Welfare Reform

Welfare reform was enacted in August 1996, shortly after the research programs were
funded, and took effect a year later. It was accompanied by consolidation of child care funding
streams and increased levels of child care funding. Many low-income parents are now required

to work or participate in work-related activities. Time limits on cash assistance and the clear



message that welfare recipients must work caused many parents enrolled in Early Head Start to
give priority to-looking for jobs and working, rather than to participating in program activities,
including home visits. Increased participation in work and related activities also increased
parents’ needs for child care.

Welfare reform led some research programs to adjust their service delivery approaches and
modify specific services to meet the changing needs of families struggling to meet the new
welfare requirements. Some programs also built new partnerships with welfare agencies and
other community organizations that worked with parents on welfare. In response to families’
increased child care needs, some programs began working with eligible families to obtain child

care subsidies or applying for direct grants from state child care subsidy funds.

3. Changes in State Medicaid Programs

Changes in' Medicaid programs sometimes required programs to change their approaches to
ensuring that children receive needed health care. The changes included shifts to managed care,
which required families to select new health éare providers and follow new procedures. One
program initially formed a partnership with a local health care provider to deliver care for all
program families without a medical home, but could not rely on that partnership for health care
after the Medicaid program changed and many program families selected other health care
providers for their Medicaid managed care. Programs often helped families obtain information

and navigate the changes in the Medicaid program.

4, Local Child Care Markets

The availability and quality of child care for infants and toddlers in the community
influenced the starting point of many programs in taking responsibility for ensuring that Early

Head Start children who need it receive good-quality child care. In many of the research sites,
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program staff described the availability of child care for infants and toddlers in the community as
insufficient and the quality of care as poor. Because good quality child care did not exist in the
community, some programs did not have the option of referring families to it or of forming
partnerships with providers to ensure that Early Head Start children received it. These programs
had to consider ways to improve the quality of existing child care, such as providing training for
child care providérs, adding child care centers that could be models for good quality child care in
the community, and working on quality improvements individually with providers that cared for

Early Head Start children.

F. SOURCES OF GUIDANCE RECEIVED BY EARLY HEAD START PROGRAMS

The Early Head Start research programs learned the way to provide high-quality services

with help from a number of sources, including:

e Lessons from Experience. Lessons from their own and others’ experiences (such as
those of Comprehensive Child Development Programs, Parent Child Centers, and
other early intervention programs) helped the programs design and implement their
Early Head Start programs.

o Revised Head Start Program Performance Standards. Even though the new
standards did not become official until more than a year after most of the programs
began serving families, they guided the programs in their development because they
were available soon after programs were funded. Over time, the Head Start Bureau
and technical-assistance providers clarified and explained the new performance
standards.

e Training and Technical Assistance. The programs received varying amounts of help
and guidance from the Head Start technical-assistance network, including Quality
Improvement Center representatives, Disabilities Services Quality Improvement
Center consultants, and infant-toddler consultants from the Early Head Start National
Resource Center at ZERO TO THREE, as well as other sources of training and
technical assistance to which the programs had access.

o Head Start Bureau Monitoring Visits. Feedback and guidance from their federal
program officers helped programs find their way and sometimes led them to explore
directions they may not have considered otherwise.

o Feedback from Continuous Program Improvement Partners. Interactions with and
reports from continuous program improvement partners, often including the
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university-based local research partners, helped many programs reflect on the
services they were providing, identify needed improvements, and garner support they
needed to make changes. The nature and intensity of the program-research
partnerships varied greatly. A few research teams had regular, active involvement
with program staff, while others had little or no involvement with program staff
beyond data collection. Most researchers were not involved in program activities.

e Program Self-Assessment. ~Many programs conducted regular and intensive
self-assessments and used information from them to make changes.

e Participation in the National Research and Evaluation Project. Participation in the
national evaluation and local research studies provided opportunities for directors of
the research programs to meet and discuss implementation issues, and discussions
with researchers provided opportunities for directors to reflect on their programs.

G. CONCLUSIONS: MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND REMAINING
CHALLENGES

The early implementation of the Early Head Start research programs has been dynamic. The
programs’ development and change were fast-paced, and not always in directions that were (or
could have been) anticipated. Throughout their first four years, programs made significant

progress, achieved noteworthy successes, and encountered important challenges.

1. Noteworthy Accomplishments

The programs achieved many important successes over the first several years of

implementation. Looking back, several accomplishments stand out.

e Nearly three-quarters of the research programs became fully implemented. Twelve
out of 17 research programs, according to our strictest measures, were fully
implemented within four years of being funded. Most programs were able to reach
full implementation within four years of their initial funding. About a third reached
full implementation within the first year of serving families; another third became
fully implemented within four years of initial funding. The others made considerable
progress in a number of program areas but were not able to become fully
implemented within the first four years.

o Implementation progress occurred even while program complexity increased and
program emphases changed over time. Programs often altered their basic
approaches to providing child development services to accommodate the changing
needs of families. The changes in approaches usually entailed adding service
options. Over time, programs offered a more complex set of options to families.
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Programs’ theories of change evolved to increasing emphasis on expected outcomes
in child development and parent-child relationships.

e The infrastructure to support Early Head Start grew alongside the programs. The
revised Head Start Program Performance Standards took effect in January 1998, and
the first monitoring visits by Head Start Bureau staff took place during spring 1998.
During this period, the training and technical-assistance system was growing to
accommodate the rapidly expanding number of Early Head Start programs. Even in
the midst of these changes, however, the research programs often cited guidance
received from Head Start Bureau monitors and training and technical-assistance
providers as key to their growth and development.

e To a large extent; the programs delivered the required services. Overall, 91 percent
of parents met at least a minimal criterion for being considered participants, and
programs delivered child development and other services to them in centers, during
home visits and case management meetings, and in group parenting activities.
Services included child development services (including child care, assessments and
screening, activities with children during home visits and group socializations),
parenting education, and family development services (including case management,
health services [mostly by referral], and transportation assistance [directly and by
referral]). Furthermore, by 16 months after enrollment, most families had received
the services that related to the needs they expressed at the time they enrolled.

e The programs succeeded in providing more intense child development services.
Programs providing home visits increased the intensity of home visits, moving from
two to three visits a month on average. Programs offering center-based services all
increased to full-day, full-year services, if they had not been offering these services
initially.

o The Early Head Start centers provided good-quality care to infants and toddlers,
and many efforts were initiated to enhance quality in community child care
programs that Early Head Start children attended. Between the fall 1997 and fall
1999 site visits, the ITERS scores consistently averaged 5.3 (in the good range).
Several programs were rated as providing excellent care. All the programs received
ITERS scores above 4, well into the minimal-to-good range. In contrast, only 31
percent of centers with infant/toddler classrooms received ITERS scores of 4 or
above in the Cost, Quality and Outcomes Study (Cost, Quality and Outcomes Study
Team 1995). Programs initiated many efforts to enhance quality in community child
care centers attended by Early Head Start children.

o Attention to staff training, supervision, and support sustained high ratings of staff
satisfaction and commitment. Over time, many programs have continued to refine
their training and supervisory approaches, and several have adapted forms and
created tools to support staff in providing consistent, high-quality services to
families. The research programs have invested a lot in staff and succeeded in
creating workplace environments that staff rated highly in the surveys they
completed at the time of our site visits. During the fall 1999 site visits, staff noted
how much they have learned and expressed confidence that they now have a much
clearer idea of what they are trying to accomplish and how to go about it.
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e Early Head Start programs contributed to their communities. In a number of ways,
maturing programs began making a difference for the larger communities in which
they are located. For example, staff training increased the number of infant and
toddler experts in their communities; when staff move to other organizations, their
Early Head Start training and experience benefits the community; efforts to improve
child care quality are an investment in the quality of child care for all children in the
community; program efforts to help families obtain needed services lead to greater
integration of services in the community; and efforts to establish degree programs in

~early childhood development at local colleges add community resources in early
childhood.

o Community partnerships grew in number and effectiveness. Early Head Start
programs have become better known and more accepted in their communities.
Special Quest has played a key role in strengthening partnerships between Early Head
Start programs and Part C providers. In addition, more programs have contracts or
agreements with child care providers.

2. Looking Ahead: Noteworthy Challenges

Looking beyond the Early Head Start research programs’ first four years of operation,

several challenges remain:

e Continuing to adjust to changing family needs. During their first four years, the
research programs adapted their services to family needs that changed as a result of
welfare reform. They are likely to continue doing so. In many states, families are just
beginning to reach time limits on cash assistance, and programs may face new
challenges if they need to help families cope with the loss. If the economy weakens,
it may become harder for families to meet the work requirements, and programs may
need to do more to help them with their employment and child care needs.

o Finding effective strategies for engaging families in parenting education and group
socializations. During their first four years, most of the research programs providing
home-based services to some or all families were unable to achieve high participation
rates in group socializations, even with efforts to vary schedules, create structured and
relevant activities for the socializations, and provide incentives for participating.
With only about half the parents in center-based programs participating in group
parent education activities, programs that were exclusively or partially center-based
continued to have difficulty engaging parents more fully in parent education classes
and support groups.

o Increasing father involvement. In searching for effective approaches to involving
parents in group socializations and parenting education, as well as in other program
activities, the programs may also discover creative ways to involve fathers.

o Ensuring that children’s child care arrangements meet the revised Head Start
Program Performance Standards. As the Head Start Bureau clarified its expectation
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that Early Head Start programs are responsible for ensuring that the child care
arrangements of Early Head Start children meet the performance standards, the
research programs began responding in diverse ways. In many programs, this effort
was starting to gain momentum in fall 1999. Some programs set out to provide
center-based child development services and consistently provided child care that met
the standards and received good quality ratings in the research. Other programs
added center-based services to help meet the child care needs of some program
families.” One program also organized a network of Early Head Start family child
care providers. Programs that had to rely on community child care settings to meet
their families’ child care needs developed a range of strategies for ensuring quality.
However, most programs that were not center-based Early Head Start programs were
not able to ensure quality child care for nearly all children who needed it and will be
challenged to continue to increase the number of community child care partnerships
to ensure quality child care. '

e Balancing program needs and the needs of staff. Programs’ staffing needs are likely
to continue changing as programs evolve and services change, which will require
programs to prepare staff for new responsibilities and sometimes to change their staff
structure. In this context, programs also must meet the financial and other needs of a
more professional workforce to minimize staff turnover, which can affect programs
negatively.

The experience of the research programs shows that reaching ﬁlll implementation quickly
presents a significant challenge for some programs. Reaching full implementation takes time,
and not all programs will be successful within the first three or four years of fupding. All
programs and the infrastructure that supports them need to work together toward the goal of

reaching full implementation as quickly as possible.

3. Summary

The first four years of Early Head Start saw fledgling programs accept the challenges of
extending the Head Start concept to low-income pregnant womén and families with infants and
toddlers. By the end of this period, 17 research programs, representing diverse approaches to
delivering comprehensive Early Head Start services, were effectively implementing significant
portions of the performance standards, while almost two-thirds of them achieved “full

implementation.” The pathways that programs followed to achieving implementation and
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quality of services included evolving program approaches characterized by adaptation to
changing needs and circumstances in the many ways described in this report. This dynamic
process meant increasing focus, complexity, and intensity, in working both with families and
within the programs’ communities. At the conclusion of the evaluation, the programs have
accomplished much, but they continue to face significant challenges. The opportunities these
challenges create provide the promise of continued growth and improvement for Early Head

Start programs.

o0
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EARLY HEAD START OUTCOMES IN STAFF DEVELOPMENT AT THE
WASHINGTON STATE MIGRANT COUNCIL

Joseph J. Stowitschek and Eduardo J. Armijo
University of Washington

OVERVIEW

A consistent need identified by human service agencies is the recruitment and retention of
qualified bilingual and culturally-sensitive personnel. Often, the persons who have the
appropriate linguistic and cultural qualifications are not trained to provide the levels of services
needed by families. Staff development is identified as one of the “cornerstones” of Early Head
Start (along with an emphasis on childfen, families, and communities), and is é major component
of the Washington State Migrant Council’s (WSMC) Eafly Head Start project. Upon receiving
funding, WSMC sought to include this component as a priority for the research partnership.
WSMC also felt that because of the make-up of the families being served (mostly migrant and
Hispanic farmworking families) a qualified, well-trained staff with opportunities for growth and
development, would be essential to ensure that the diverse needs displayed by these families are
met.

The WSMC staff has received training in several areas over the course of the project, as well
as educational incentives as part of an overall staff development effort. Areas of training, which
were designed to help families, included: brain development, conflict and anger management,
proper food preparation, disabilities training, and transition services. Much of this training was
directed at refining and prioritizing focus areas to work with families, and also to enhance overall
service delivery methodology.

The following is a summary ‘of findings resulting from surveys and interviews of staff
regarding personal and professional growth they feel resulted from being a part of the WSMC

Early Head Start project, and how this helped shape their service delivery efforts. These findings .
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are based on ongoing research being conducted by the University of Washington as part of the

national Early Head Start research initiative.

METHODS USED

Two protocols, developed by University of Washington staff, were used to provide
information: the “Staff Development Interview” and the “Family Services Information
Questionnaire.” The “Staff Development Interview” provided data pertaining to: staffs’
educational goals and career aspirations; training; and incentives and disincentives for personal
and profesgional growth. The “Family Services Information Questionnaire” provided data
pertaining to service delivery focus areas and methods. The “Staff Development Interview” was
completed in one-on-one interviews with WSMC Early Head Start staff, and the “Family
Services Information Questionnaire” was completed by WSMC Early Head Staff during a
records review process. Service delivery staff included six Home Educators and two Case

Managers, the Project Coordinator, and the Project Director.

STAFF DEVELOPMENT OUTCOMES

Staff Educational Goals/Career Aspirations. Interviews revealed that four of the WSMC
staff had attained some degree of post-secondary education, another four had Associates of Arts
degrees, and two had Bachelor’s degrees related to their roles. When asked what levels of
education they aspired to, seven indicated that attaining a Bachelor’s degree was a goal, and six
indicated that attaining a Master’s level degree was also a goal. One staff member indicated that
she would eventually like to obtain a doctorate level degree.

To help staff attain these goals, WSMC offered incentives to their staff to encourage them to
continue with their education. This included an education-reimbursement package (including

100% tuition, books, mileage, childcare) and flex time schedules to accommodate coursework.
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On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “Discourage” and 5 being “Encourage,” Early Head Start staff
uniformly rated WSMC'’s efforts in this area with a “5.”

Many of the staff’s educational goals were directly related to career aspirations. When
asked what position(s) they would like to hold in the future, one of the staff indicated that she
would like to eventually run a certified daycare center; four would like to transition to a full-time
case management position; three would like to become teachers (either with Head Start or a
public school); three would like to eventually become coordinators or supervisors of a programs
that serve families; one would like to become a higher-level program administrator; aﬁd one
individual would like to eventually become a public school administrator.

Training. WSMC reported placing a heavy emphasis on staff development through
training, both within and outside of the agency. Areas of training received included: child
development (e.g., brain development, disabilities); conflict and anger management; transition
services; and even proper food preparation. During a given year, staff received an average of
nearly fifty-five hours of training, gaining knowledgé to help in their service delivery efforts, as
well as to pass on to families.

Staff were asked to rate how this training contributed to their professional skills and career
advancement. A 1 to 5 scale was used, with 1 being “Not at all Contributive” and 5 being “Very
Contributive.” In the area of how trainings contributed to their professional skills, staff rated this
an average 4.5. In the area of how the trainings contributed to their career advancement, staff

rated this an average 4.3 (see Table 1).
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TABLE 1

CONTRIBUTION OF TRAININGS ON A 1 TO 5 SCALE

Training Title Contributes to Profession Contributes to Career
Brain Development 5.0 3.5
YAC Brain Development 4.5 4.5
Developing Capable People 4.5 4.5
Conflict/anger Management 5.0 5.0
Sharing (Early) Horizons 4.0 4.0
" Transition 42 43
Queso Fresco 4.1 3.7
Disabilities 5.0 5.0
Infant/Toddler 5.0 4.0
Special Quest 4.0 4.0
Average 4.5 4.3

(1=Not at All Contributive, 5=Very Contributive

Incentives and Disincentives.  Personnel were queried regarding incentives and
disincentives connected with their jobs as Early Head Start staff. Areas of interest included job-
related incentives (e.g., pay, outside trainings), inservice training provided by WSMC, .attitudes
of co-workers, and attitudes of WSMC supervisors and administrators. A 1 to 5 scale was used,
- with 1 being “Discourage” and 5 being “Encourage.” On the average, staff rated job-related
incentives at 4.1, WSMC training at 3.9, co-worker attitudes at 3.2, and

supervisors/administrators attitudes at 4.0 (see Figure 1).
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FIGURE 1

STAFF INCENTIVE AND DISINCENTIVE RATINGS ON A 1 TO 5 SCALE

Incentives/Disincentives

Encourage 5

Discourage 1

Job-Related Training by Co-Worker Attitudes Supervisor's Attitude
Organization

(1=Discourage, S=Encourage)

In response to open-ended questions, Early Head Start staff in general indicated that WSMC
and the Early Head Start program neither hindered nor otherwise prevented them from acquiring
personal or professional goals. Indeed, as seen above, growth in these areas is strongly
encouraged by the agency and program. In addition to professional growth, many of the staff
feel they have been personally enriched by the program in areas such as raising their own
children, reaching out to families in need, and increasing their own self-esteem and self-

confidence.

DISCUSSION

The staff development features explored in this study suggest that the WSMC Early Head
Start project is highly committed to the cornerstone of Staff Development. But how do the

above areas relate to services being delivered to families? Early Head Start staff uniformly
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indicated that the incentives received as part of their jobs had a spill-over effect with the families
they worked with. For example, over a three-year period staff reported 26% average increases in
hours spent with families as part of regular visits, as well as over 300% average increases in
hours spent training families in project-related areas (e.g., child development issues, proper food
preparation). In addition, staff reported néarly 400% average increases in contact with families
over the phone.

There has also been a shift in focus areas during the same three-year period. An increase in
the percentage of time spent in the areas of mental health, nutrition, child language development,
and father involvement was reported by Early Head Start staff. Additionally, staff reported an
increase in the percentage of time spent in specific service delivery methods (both direct and
indirect) during this time. Specific areas included coaching families, providing praise and
feedback to families, problem solving, assessing and evaluation, verbal pointers, and arranging
resources for families.

Most of the Early Head Start staff we studied were derived from the same Hispanic roots as
the Early Head Start families they served, only ‘one or two generations removed. Thus, their
professional successes and advancements reflect the hopes, aspirations, and opportunities that are
strived for with these younger, pooref Hispanic families. For rural Early Head Start, the

demonstration of professional growth and advancement is an outcome of critically high import.
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